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Introduction 

 

A. The Eminent Scholar, Emil G. Kraeling, His Successors, and the 
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri from 1953 to 2007 

Emil G. Kraeling was one of the rare scholars who specialized in the 

Aramaic language, Aramaean history, archeology and in the other Semitic 

languages, as well as the history, archeology, and languages of the ancient Middle 

East.  Given Kraeling’s academic experience, the Brooklyn Museum gave him 

permission to transcribe, translate and submit his commentary studies on the 

Aramaic papyri which were acquired by Charles E. Wilbour in 1893. 

According to Wilbour’s journal in 1893, he “obtained papyri from 3 separate 

women at different times.”  After Wilbour’s death, these papyri, packed in tin 

biscuit boxes and placed in the bottom of a trunk, were shipped to a New York 

warehouse where they remained until 1947, when Wilbour’s daughter bequeathed 

them to the Brooklyn Museum.  Only then did scholars realize that Wilbour had 

unwittingly acquired the first Elephantine papyri.      Most of Wilbour’s documents 

consisted of the family archive of Anani, a minor official of the Elephantine 

temple.  (See Porten, B. “Did the Ark Stop at Elephantine.”  BAR. May/June 1995. 

p. 57-58). 

The study of papyrology is not an easy task and the scholars involved in 

such study usually encounter numerous challenges.  Kraeling met some of these 

problems when he started to study these papyri, most of which were related to their 

original owner, Ananiah son of Azariah, a Jew from the island of Elephantine and 

his family.  These papyri were published under the title: Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri (=BM) by Kraeling in 1953.  
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The challenges that Kraeling encountered can be summarized as follows: 

1. The arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. 

2. The Persian king Artaxerexes, whose name was cited in some of these 

documents, especially Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12. 

3. Relating to Ancient Egyptian history: which king followed Darius II, who 

died in 405/404 B.C.?  Was it the Persian king Artaxerxes II or the Egyptian 

king Amyrtaeus? 

4. Other problems that Kraeling dealt with related to the destruction of the 

Jewish temple of the God Yahu and its rebuilding. 

5. One of the main problems which Kraeling faced concerned the terms 

“above” and “below.”  These two terms occurred in the Aramaic papyri 

instead of “north” or “south”.  The previous scholars, who translated the 

Aramaic papyri before Kraeling, believed that “above” means “south” and 

“below” means “north.”. Kraeling believed the contrary, that “above” means 

“north” and “below” means “south.”  The author of this article always 

supports the view that the correct translation of “above” is “south”, and 

“below” is “north.”   The reader will find the discussion of these problems 

with the opinion of different scholars, those who accepted the theories of 

Kraeling such as Ginsberg, Porten, and Grelot, then those who rejected the 

theories of Kraeling, especially the author of this study. 
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B.  The Contents of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 

The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri included seventeen papyri, twelve of 

them contracts, and one letter, in addition to four papyri, all of them fragments.  

Emil G. Kraeling was the first scholar who read, translated, commented on, and 

arranged these papyri.  The reader will find the translation of these contracts in the 

following pages.  Most of these papyri were related to Ananiah son of Azariah, 

who was a Jew from Elephantine, and his family.  

Brooklyn Papyri No. 1 was a legal dispute by a certain person named Mika 

against Ananiah son of Azariah.  Ananiah son of Azariah won the case and the 

disputed property was returned to him.  This document was written on July 6, 451 

B.C. during the 25th of Phamenouth, that is the 20th day of Siwan, [in] the 14th year 

of Artaxerxes, the king.  

The second contract, BM, No. 2, was related to the marriage of Ananiah son 

of Azaraih to Tamut, the handmaiden of Meshullam son of Zakkur.  Ananiah son 

of Azariah had a son, Palti who was mentioned in this contract as follows “And I 

Meshullam, tomorrow or another day, will not be able to take away Palti from 

under thy heart except if thou dost drive out his mother Tamut.” (BM, 2:13-14).  

This contact was written during the rule of Artaxerxes.  That means Ananiah son of 

Azariah was married to Tamut before this contact was written on July 3, 449 B.C, 

during the rule of the Persian king Artaxerxes I. 

The BM, No. 3 was a property contract between Bagazusht son of Bzw and 

the woman Ubil daughter of Satibar who sold a house to Ananiah son of Azariah.  

The house , described as owned by ’Pwly son of Misdai, was in Yeb the fortress.  

The contract is dated September 14, 437 B.C. during the rule of the Persian king 

Artaxerxes, in the month of Paoni, the 28th year of the aforementioned king. 
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The fourth contract was written by Ananiah son of Azariah, to his wife 

Tamut.  Ananiah son of Azariah gave his wife “half of the two compartments and 

the chamber of the house, which he bought from Ubil the daughter of Satibar and 

from Bagazusht.” (BM, 4: 3).  In this contract, Anani gave his two children Palti 

and Yehoyishma the power over his portion of the house after his death. (BM 4: 

17-18).  This contract was written on October 30, 434 B.C., which is equivalent to 

the “25th of Tishri, that is the 25th of the month of Epiphi of the 31st year of the 

Persian king Artaxerxes.” 

Contract BM, No. 5 was written because Meshullam son of Zakkur, the 

owner of Tamut and her daughter Yehoyishma, released both of them from their 

positions as slaves.  That took place during the rule of Artaxerxes the king, on the 

20th of Siwan, that is the 7th day of Phamenoth, the 38th year of the previous king, 

which is equivalent to June 12th, 427 B.C. 

The contract BM, No. 6, was written by Ananiah son of Azariah, giving his 

daughter Yehoyishma part ownership of a house.  The document was written on 

July 11, 420 B.C., equivalent to the 8th Pharmuthi, that is the 8th day of Tammunz, 

the 3rd (read: 4th) year of Darius the king. 

Contract BM, No. 7 pertained to a marriage contract in which Ananiah son 

of Haggai asked Zakkur son of Meshullam for permission to marry Yehoyishma.  

Zakkur agreed to this marriage. Zakkur son of Meshullam was the son of her 

previous owner, as she was a slave.  It is very strange that Ananiah son of Haggai 

asked Zakkur son of Meshullam for permission to marry Yehoyishma instead of 

asking either her father Ananiah son of Azariah, her mother Tamut, or her brother 

Palti for her hand in marriage.  We will examine this anomaly later in this article.  

This contract was dated in the 4th year of Darius the Persian king, in the month of 

Tishri, that is Epiphi; the equivalent date was October 2, 420 B.C.  
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Contract BM, No. 8 was written by Uriah son of Mahseiah, who told Zakkur 

son of Meshullam the following: “Yedoniah, by name, son of Thw’ [the servant of 

thine] whom thou didn’t give to me and a document thou didst write to me about it, 

I, Uriah-or a son or daughter of mine, or brother or sister of mine, or anyone of 

mine-am not able to oppress him (again) as a slave. My son he shall be.” (BM: 3-

5).  This document was written on the 6th of Tishri, that is the 22nd day of Paoni 

(read: Mesore), the 8th year of Darius the king, (BM, 8: 1) which is “equivalent to 

October 22, 416 B.C. by the Babylonian calendar and September 22nd by the 

Egyptian.” (BM, p. 224). 

In contract BM, No. 9, Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah gave his daughter 

Yehoyishma a part of his house.  The date of the writing of this contract was “24th 

of Marheshwan, that is the 29th day of Mesore, the last year of Artaxerxes the 

king.” Kraeling believes “that this contract took place under the reign of 

Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.C.) not Artaxerxes I (464-425 B.C.). The date must 

therefore be November 26th 404 B.C.” (BM, p. 235).  The author of this study 

proves that this “Artaxerxes” was Artaxerxes the first and not the second. This is a 

key in determining the proper chronology of the papyri. 

Contract BM, No. 10 is a document Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah’s 

giving his daughter Yehoyishma a house. This document was written “On the 20th 

of Adar, that is the 8th day of Koihak, the 3rd year of Artaxerxes the king.” (BM 10: 

1).  According to Kraeling, this papyrus dates from the 3rd year of Artaxerxes.  The 

family history makes it apparent that this is Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.C.) So the 

date is March 9/10, 402 B.C. (Horn-Wood; Parker March 28, 401 B.C.) (BM, p. 

247).  The author of this manuscript believes that this was Artaxerxes the First 

based upon the family history of Ananiah son of Azariah, and that Kraeling was 

mistaken. 
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Papyrus No. 11 of the Brooklyn Museum was a contract written by Anani 

(Ananiah) son of Haggai.  The contract deals with Ananiah son of Haggai’s 

borrowing a certain amount of grain from Pahnum son of Bs’. Ananiah son of 

Haggai promised that he would repay Pahnum double the amount borrowed.  The 

contract was written in the month of Thoth, year 4 of Artaxerxes the king.  

Kraeling writes, “that the king referred to is the second Artaxerxes” and hence the 

year is 402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.).  The author of this study believes 

that the king was Artaxerxes the First not the Second. 

Papyrus No. 12 of the Brooklyn Museum was a document written by Anani 

(Ananiah) son of Azariah and his wife Tpmt (Tamut), to Anani (Ananiah) son of 

Haggai.  Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tpmt (Tamut) sold their house, 

which had been bought from Bagazusht son of Plyn, to their son-in-law, Ananiah 

son of Haggai.  The document mentions the date of this contract as “On the 12th of 

Thoth, the 4th year of Artaxerxes the king.”  Concerning this date, Kraeling writes, 

“On the 12th of Thoth of the 4th year of Artaxerxes II on December 12, 402 B.C.” 

(Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.)  The “Artaxerxes” mentioned in this document 

was, no doubt, Artaxerxes I according to Boulos Ayad. 

Papyrus BM, No. 13 was a letter, written by Shewa to Yishlah his lord.  In 

this fragmentary letter, we understand that the king of ancient Egypt, Amyrtaeus –

the only king in the 28th Dynasty –passed away and Nepherites became the new 

king of Egypt, establishing the 29th Egyptian Dynasty.  The letter did not bear any 

date.  However, because it mentions some of the historical events related to the 

death of Amyrtaeus, we can date it to 399 B.C. (The rule of Amyrtaeus was from 

405/404 B.C to 399 B.C.).  

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 14, 15, 16, and 17 are all fragments.  

Kraeling read and translated these fragments, but it was very difficult to gain any 

historical or cultural facts from them. 
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A. The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri by 
Emil G. Kraeling and his successors along with a critique of this 
arrangement by the author of this study. 
 

The first problem which Emil G. Kraeling faced was how to arrange the 

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri.  He chose to categorize them according to 

their subjects.  Kraeling noticed that the relationship between Ananiah son of 

Azariah and the rest of his family was complicated, especially the relationship 

between Ananiah and his wife, who was a slave to Meshullam son of Zakkur, and 

Ananiah’s relations with the other members of the Jewish community.  Kraeling 

also noticed that some contracts of marriage or divorce were missing.  Then he 

writes that: “The history of this family was interrelated and confusing.”  Kraeling 

met many difficulties when he attempted to categorize the papyri in chronological 

order because of missing information.  This was the first problem he encountered.  

Kraeling decided to arrange the Brooklyn Museum’s Aramaic papyri in 

chronological order starting with the first document, which was written on July 6, 

451 B.C. (p. 131), “At the direction of Mika” (BM 1: 10), who said to “Anani son 

of Azariah, 1] hn of Yahu in Yeb, saying: ‘Thou hast given me silver, 5 shekels, as 

the price of the hira of thine about which thou didst bring complaint against me.’ ” 

(BM 1: 2-4). 

The second document was written on July 3, 449 B.C. (p. 140) by Ananiah 

son of Azariah, lhn of Yahu the god who is in Yeb the fortress, to Meshullam son 

of Zakkur, Aramaen of Syene,…saying: “I have come unto thee that thou mightest 

give to me Tamut by name who (is) thy handmaiden, in marriage.” (BM 2: 2-3). 

The third document was written in September 14, 437 B.C. (BM, p. 153) by 

Bagazusht son of Bzw and the woman Ubil daughter of Satibar; both of them sold 

a house to Anani son of Azariah. (BM 3: 2-3). 
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The fourth document was written on October 30, 434 B.C. (BM, p. 167), by 

Ananiah son of Azariah to his wife Tamut, giving to her “half of the two 

compartments and the chamber of the house.” (BM 4: 3). 

The fifth document was written on June 12, 427 B.C. (BM, p. 178), by 

Meshullam son of Zakkur, who released Tpmt (Tamut) and her daughter 

Yehoyishma from their positions as slaves. (BM 5: 2-4). 

The sixth document was dated on July 11, 420 B.C. (p. 191) and was written 

by Anani son of Azariah, to his daughter Yehoyishma, for he had given her [a 

house?]. (BM 6: 2-3). 

The seventh document was written on October 2, 420 B.C. (p. 201) by 

Ananiah b. Haggai who said to Zakkur b. Meshullam, “I have come to thy house 

and asked of thee the woman Yehoyishma (by name), thy sister, for marriage.  And 

thou didst give her to me.” (BM 7: 3-4). 

The eighth document “is dated October 22, 416 B.C. by the Babylonian 

calendar and September 22nd by the Egyptian.” (BM, p. 224).  This document was 

related to Uriah son of Mahseiah, who said to Zakkur son of Meshullam 

“Yedoniah, by name, son of Thw’ [the servant of thine,] who thou didst give to 

me… I Uriah –or a son or daughter of mine, or brother or sister of mine or anyone 

of mine – am not able to oppress him (again) as a slave.” (BM 8: 2-5). 

The ninth document “must therefore be November 26, 404 B.C.” (BM, p. 

235).  This document was written “On the 24th of Marheshwan, that is the 29th day 

of Mesore, the 1st year of Artaxerxes the king, at that time said Anani son of 

Azariah, Ihn of Yahu, the god in Yeb the fortress to the woman Yehoyishma, his 

daughter, saying: “I have taken thought of thee in my life and I have given to thee 

part of my house which I bought with silver and whose price I gave. I have given it 

to thee as my drmy.” (BM 9: 1-3). 
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In the tenth document,“The family history makes it apparent that this is 

Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.C.), so the date is March 9/10, 402 B.C.” (Horn/Wood; 

Parker March 28, 401 B.C.) (BM, p. 247).  This document was written “On the 20th 

of Adar, that is the 8th day of Koihak, the 3rd year of Artaxerxes the king, at that 

time said Anani son of Azariah, the Ihn of Yahu the god in Yeb the fortress, to 

Yehoyishma his daughter saying: “I have given thee a (?) House.” (BM 10: 1-2). 

In No. 11: “Month of Thoth, year 4 of Artaxerxes the king, at that time in 

Syene the fortress said Anani son of Haggai son of Meshullam, a Jew of the dgl 

(detachment) of Nabukudurri to Pahnum son of Bs’, an Aramaean of Syene of that 

dgl, thus saying: ‘I come to thee in thy house in Syene, the fortress and I borrowed 

from thee and thou didst give to me spelt 2 peras 2 (+12) seah.’ ” (BM 11: 1-3). In 

this document, “The king referred to is the second Artaxerxes and hence the year is 

402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.) and the first day of Thoth was December 

1st.” (BM, p. 259). 

In No. 12: “On the 12th of Thoth the 4 year of Artaxerxes the king, at that 

time said Anani son of Azariah, the Ihn of Yahu, and the woman Tamut (Tpmt) his 

wife, Ihnh of Yahu the god who dwells in Yeb the fortress, to Anani b. Haggai, 

Aramaean of Yeb the fortress, of the dgl (detachment) of Nabukudurri, saying: “I 

and Tpmt, daughter of Pethu, the two of us, have sold and given over to you our 

house which we bought with silver from Bagazusht b. Plyn,” Silverman. (BM 12: 

1-4). This document was written, according to Kraeling: “On the 12th of Thoth of 

the 4th year of Artaxerxes II, or December 12th, 402 B.C.” ( Horn/Wood, Parker, 

401 B.C.) (BM, p.268) 
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B. The scholars who accepted and followed Emil G. Kraeling in his 
theories, that “the rule of Artaxerxes” referred to Artaxerxes II in 
the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. This author believes it was 
Artaxerxes the First. 

 

1. Pierre Grelot: 

 
In 1972, Pierre Grelot published all the Aramaic documents under the title  

“Documents Araméens D’Egypte.”  His volume includes the Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri, which had previously been published by Kraeling in 1953. In his 

book, Grelot adopts the same arrangement of BM as Kraeling, which starts with 

document No. 1, written in 451 B.C., and ends with Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12, which 

were written during the rule of Artaxerxes.  

Grelot considers the “Artaxerxes” in the papyri to be the second and dates 

the papyri as follows: No. 9 in 404 B.C., No. 10 in 402 B.C., No. 11 in 402 B.C., 

and No. 12 in 402 B.C. and that means the documents of BM No. 9 to No. 12 were 

written between 404 B.C. and 402 B.C.  This is the same arrangement which 

appears in Kraeling’s BM publication. 

Grelot writes the following concerning the rule of Artaxerxes II, who was 

followed by the rule of Amytaeus, “Avec ce document (BM.12) se termine tout ce 

que nous savons d’un historie familiale commencée en 451. On est arrivé à la 4e 

année d’Artaxerxès II. Peu de temps après, Amyrtée se rendra maître de l’Égypte 

entière, et la garnison juive d’Éléphantine passera sous sa coupe.” (DAE, p. 262). 
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2. Bezalel Porten: 

Bezalel Porten published and republished numerous articles and books 

related to the Aramaic papyri discovered in Egypt and the life of the Jewish 

community in Elephantine and Aswan.  In his republished papyri of the Brooklyn 

Museum Aramaic Papyri, he used the same arrangement used by Kraeling for 

numbering the Aramaic papyri, starting with No. 1, which was written in 451 B.C., 

and ending with Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12. 

Porten asserts these last four papyri were written between 404 B.C. and 

402/401 B.C.  He believes that the Persian king Artaxerxes, who was mentioned in 

documents 9, 10, 11 and 12, is Artaxerxes the Second and not Artaxerxes the First. 

In one of his early publications, Archives from Elephantine, The Life of an 

Ancient Military Colony, Porten emphasizes the same opinion as Kraeling that the 

above-mentioned “Artaxerxes” is Artaxerxes the Second. (AFE, pp. 220-234).  

Porten dedicated a chapter about “Ananiah b. Azariah: Temple official, married to 

an Egyptian handmaiden.” In this chapter and the following chapters of his book, 

he used the same numbering of each Aramaic document as it appears in BM of 

Kraeling (pp. 200-234). 

In another book Porten wrote with Joan C. Greenfield, Jews of Elephantine 

and Arameans of Syene, Aramaic Texts with Translation, they followed the same 

papyri arrangement used by Kraeling for the BM Aramaic Papyri.  The authors 

say: “The first document concerns an unidentifiable object.” (Kraeling I).  The 

second is the marriage contract between Ananiah son of Azariah and the slave girl 

Tamut (K2).  The seventh is about the marriage contract, between their daughter 

Jehoishma and Ananiah son of Haggai (K7).  The fifth document sets forth the 

emancipation of Tamut and Jehoishma (K5) while the eleventh document is a loan 

contract drawn up by Ananiah son of Haggai (K11).  Six documents concern a 
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house bought by Ananiah son of Azariah (K3), given in part over the year to his 

wife (K4), and daughter (K6, 9,10), and finally sold to his son-in law Ananiah son 

of Haggai (K12). 

In their studies of these documents, Porten and Greenfield arrange them 

according to their related subject and used the same number for each document as 

it appears in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri by Kraeling. 

Both Porten and Greenfield give the date on which each document was 

written under chapter 2: Archive of the temple servitor Ananiah (451-402 B.C.E.) 

pp. 33-35; (K1) July 6, 451 B.C.E.; (K2) July 13, 449 B.C.E.; (K3) September 14, 

434 B.C.E.; (K4) October 30, 434 B.C.E.; (K5) June 12, 424 B.C.E.; (K6) July 11, 

420 B.C.E.; (K7) October, 420 B.C.E.; (K9) November 25, 404 B.C.E.; (K10) 

March 9, 402 B.C.E.; (K11) December, 402 B.C.E.; (K12) December, 13, 402 

B.C.E. (p. 33). 

The author of this study will put forth an alternative dating for each of these 

documents later in this article.  Bezalel Porten in his article “A New Look -

Aramaic Papyri and Parchment,” in BA, Spring 1979, pp.74-103, followed the 

same numbering system used by Kraeling, which started from Kraeling No. 1 up to 

Kraeling No. 12. (p. 75).  

Porten suggests in this article (“A New Look,” p. 96) that the temple of the 

god Yahu was rebuilt, “In his appeal to Bagohi governor of Judah, Jedaniah, head 

of the Elephantine Jewish community, had asked for a letter recommending that 

their destroyed Temple be built and its cult be reestablished as before. (Cowley 

AP, No. 30: 24ff).” 

 “A similar appeal had been made to Deliah and Shelemiah, son of Sanballat, 

governor of Samania. After turning a deaf ear to an earlier appeal. Bagohi now 

joins Deliah in giving an oral recommendation. It is this which is recorded in our 

memorandum” (“A New Look,” p. 96).  
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In April 1982, Bezalel Porten and H.Z. Szubin published an article 

“Abandoned Property in Elephantine, A New Interpretation of Kraeling 3,” in 

JNES, vol. 41, pp. 123-131.  This article again employs Kraeling’s arrangement of 

the Aramaic papyri.  In the introduction of this article the authors write, “The 

Aramaic archive of Anani b. Azariah, servitor of the temple of YHW at 

Elephantine contains at least eleven documents. (K 1-7, 9-12).  Six of these pertain 

to the transfer, in whole (K3, 12) or in part (K 4, 6, 9, 10) of a single house.” (p. 

123). 

Another article by Porten and Szubin published in BASOR February, 1988, 

pp. 29-45, under the title “A Life Estate of Usufruct: A New Interpretation of 

Kraeling 6,” also uses the same arrangement for the archive of Ananiah son of 

Azariah as that used by Kraeling. 

After the publication of the previous article, Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni 

published the TAD, p.vii, in which they consider the Anani Archive as dating 

between 456-402 B.C.  Both of them used the following numbers for the papyri 

published by Kraeling: B 3.2 Kraeling 1 page 58; B 3.3 Kraeling 2 page 60; B 3.4 

Kraeling 3 page 64; B 3.5 Kraeling 4 page 68; B 3.6 Kraeling 5 page 72; B 3.7 

Kraeling 6 page 74; B 3.8 Kraeling 7 page 78; B 3.9 Kraeling 8 page 84; B 3.10 

Kraeling 9 page 86; B 3.11 Kraeling 10 page 90; B 3.12 Kraeling 12 page 94; B 

3.13 Kraeling 11 page 98. 

They consider: 

Papyri No. 9: was written “On the 24th of Marcheshvan that is the 29th day of 

Mesore, year 1 of King Artaxerxes.” 

Papyri 10: “On the 20th of Adar, that is the 8th day of Chirak, year 3 of King 

Artaxerxes.” 

Papyri 11: was written in: “(in the) month of Thoth, year 4 of King 

Artaxerxes.” 
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 Papyri 12: Written “On the 12th of Thoth, year 4 of King Artaxerxes.” 

Such an arrangement of the papyri, by Porten and Yardeni, was close to that 

used by Kraeling, especially the last four documents: BM, Nos. 9, 10, 12 and 11.  

Porten and Yardeni suggested that No. 9 was written in the year 1: No. 10 in the 

year 3; No. 12 in the year 4, and No. 11 in the year 4 of the king Artaxerxes.  Both 

of their authors believed that the king referred to in the papyri as Artaxerxes was 

the Persian king Artaxerxes the second. 

Porten, in his article “Did the Ark Stop at Elephantine?”,  arranges the 

Aramaic papyri of the Brooklyn Museum which related to the houses of Ananiah 

son of Azariah identically to the system used by Kraeling. In this article, Porten 

believes that the temple of the god YHW “was destroyed in 410 B.C. by Egyptian 

priests of the ram-god Khnum and their allies in connivance with the local Persian 

governor, an evil man named Vidranga.” (p. 63). 

After this, Porten states that the temple was rebuilt, “Finally, on December 

13, 402 B.C.E. Anani and his wife Tamut sell the house to their son-in-law.  The 

temple of YHW still lies to the west…We now have YHW dwelling in 

Elephantine.  Is this an indication that by this time, in 402 B.C.E., the Jews had 

rebuilt their house of YHW that lay across the street? From this document, it would 

appear so.” (p. 76). 

In his book, EPIE, Porten utilizes the same chronological arrangements as, 

the Aramaic Papyri of the Brooklyn Museum did for the Archive of Ananiah son 

of Azariah.  Porten also supports Kraeling’s view that papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 

were written during the rule of Artaxerxes II not Artaxerxes I. 
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C. An Alternative Arrangement for the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic 
Papyri by Boulos A. Ayad: 

 

It is very difficult to accept the arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri published in 1953 by Emil G. Kraeling, even though it has been 

accepted by a good number of scholars, including H.L.Ginsberg, Bezalel Porten 

and Pierre Grelot.  However, it is time to revisit this original classification and 

upgrade it.  

The reasons that the author of this article rejects such an arrangement could 

be summarized as follows: 

 

1. In the second document of BM, written in 449 B.C., Ananiah son of 

Azariah asked Meshullam son of Zakkur for the hand of Tamut to be his wife. 

Meshullam son of Zakkur was the owner of Tamut and she was described as the 

handmaiden of Meshullam son of Zakkur and he was not the father of Tamut.  

From document BM, No. 12, written in 402/401 B.C., we know that the 

father of Tamut was Pethu.  Ananiah son of Azariah was sure that Tamut was a 

slave of Meshullam son of Zakkur.  In BM, No. 5, Kraeling writes the following 

about this document, which was written on June 12, 427 B.C. “is a deed of 

manumission made out directly to the female slave Tpmt and including with her, 

her daughter Yehoyishma…” 

Meshullam gives this woman and her child their freedom. (BM, p. 178).  In 

the same document BM, No. 5, it is mentioned that, “at that time said Meshullam, 

son of Zakkur,…to the woman Tpmt (Tmut) by name, his Handmaiden, upon 

whose hand is a mark, on the right, thus: “(belonging) to Meshullam” saying: I 

have taken thought for thee in my life.  I have gone and released thee (effective) at 

my death, and I have released Yehoyishma by name, thy daughter.” (BM 5: 1-4). 
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Now we are sure that Tamut and her daughter Yehoyisma were emancipated 

and no longer slaves.  In document BM, No. 12 written on the 12th of Thoth of the 

4th year of Artaxerxes the Second from the year 402 B.C.or 401 B.C. telling us that 

Tpmt was the wife of Ananiah son of Azariah, described her as Pr(d?)ypt of 

Meshullam b. Zakkur (12: 11).  In the same document BM, No. 12 line 24 Tpmt 

(Tamut) was described as a handmaiden (?) to Meshullam b. Zakkur. 

The previous sentence translates as follows: “I, Anani, and Tpmt, my wife 

who was “gawwa” to Meshullam b. Zakkur, who gave her to me in marriage.” 

(BM  12: 24-25).  From the last sentence we can tell that Tamut was still under the 

authority of Meshullam son of Zakkur, who was her owner, and was responsible 

for her.  In document BM, No. 5 written in 427 B.C., her owner, Meshullam son of 

Zakkur, gave Tamut and her daughter Yehoyishma their freedom. 

In document BM, No. 12, written in 402/401 B.C., Kraeling incorrectly 

asserts this was under the reign of King Artaxerxes the Second.  I consider this 

document from the time of Artaxerxes the First and that it was written in 462/461 

B.C. when Tamut was still a slave and handmaiden of Meshullam son of Zakkur. 

 

2. The second reason that the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papryi should be 

rearranged from Kraeling’s system is based upon new scholarly research.  For 

example, in the BM, No. 7, written on October 2, 420 B.C. (p. 201) by Ananiah 

son of Haggai who married Yehoyishma, the daughter of Ananiah son of Azariah, 

whose mother was Tamut and whose brother was Palti.  

Ananiah son of Haggai asked for the hand of Yehoyishma from Zakkur son 

of Meshullam, the son of her previous owner Meshullam son of Zakkur.  Why did 

Ananiah son of Haggai not ask the previous owner of Yehoyishma, for her hand in 

marriage?  Or her father, Ananiah son of Azariah, for that matter? Why not ask her 
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mother Tamut, or her brother Palti?  The most likely reason that these four people 

weren’t consulted on the issue of marriage is that they were deceased already. 

Meshullam son of Zakkur died after he wrote the fifth document of the 

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri on June 12th, 427 B.C.  His name was not 

mentioned in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri No. 7, the document of the 

marriage of Yehoyishma in 420 B.C. Therefore, this places his death between 427 

B.C. and 420 B.C. 

 

What happened to Ananiah son of Azariah, his wife Tamut, and their son 

Palti? 

Ananiah son of Azariah wrote the sixth document of BM on July 11, 420 

B.C., giving his daughter Yehoyishma a portion of his house.  But in the seventh 

document of BM, which was written on October 2, 420 B.C. by Ananiah son of 

Haggai, who married Yehoyishma, the name of Ananiah son of Azariah is absent. 

This is strange, considering the fact he was the father of Yehoyishma.  This 

leads us to believe that Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away between the last 

document BM,  No. 6 which he wrote on July 11, 420 B.C. and the writing of 

document BM, No. 7 on October 2, 420 B.C. in which his daughter’s marriage is 

discussed.  Based on this, Ananiah son of Azariah died between July 11, 420 B.C. 

and October 420 B.C.  After October 420 B.C., the archive of Ananiah son of 

Azariah stopped and no documents survive dated after October 420 B.C., which 

were written by Ananiah son of Azariah. 

Regarding Tamut, she died sometime after June 12, 427 B.C., (the date she 

was emancipated according to BM, No.5 and before October 2, 420 B.C.,  when 

her name was not mentioned in the document BM, No. 7.of the marriage of her 

daughter Yehoyishma to Ananiah son of Haggai. 



 25 

 Palti was the son of Ananiah son of Azariah; his mother was Tamut and his 

sister was Yehoyishma.  In the document of the marriage of Yehoyishma; Ananiah 

son of Haggai did not ask Palti for the hand of his sister, Yehoyishma, nor asked 

her master Meshullam son of Zakkur because it is probable that her father, her 

mother Tamut, her brother Palti and her master Meshullam son of Zakkur (died 

between 427 and 420 B.C.) had all died already.  Ananiah son of Haggai asked for 

the hand of Yehoyishma from Zakkur son of Meshullam, the son of the previous 

owner of Yehoyishma and Tamut. (BM 7). 

That means all the family of Ananiah son of Azariah must have passed away 

except Yehoyishma. (See, Boulos Ayad, “The History and Inheritance of the 

Houses of Elephantine located on the Eastern side of the Jewish Temple and the 

King’s Street: Revisions of previous plans.”  BFA, Vol. 60, No. 4, October 2000, 

p. 25). 

Undoubtedly, Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were 

written during the reign of the king Artaxerxes the First between 465-461 B.C. and 

not during the reign of the king Artaxerxes the Second between 405/404-402/401 

B.C. as Kraeling suggested.  The reason for this is that the archive of Ananiah son 

of Azariah stopped before October 420 B.C. because of Ananiah’s death. 
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The arrangement of the 
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic 
Papyri according to Emil G. 
Kraeling 

The arrangement of the Brooklyn 
Museum Aramaic Papyri according 
to Boulos Ayad Ayad 

No. 1 (451 B.C.) Kraeling No.9 should be the first 
one written during Artaxerxes I (465 B.C.) 

No. 2 (449 B.C.) Kraeling No. 10, Ayad No. 2 (462 B.C.) 

No. 3 (437 B.C.) Kraeling No. 11, Ayad No. 3 (461 B.C.) 

No. 4 (434 B.C.) Kraeling No. 12, Ayad No. 4 (461 B.C.) 

No. 5 (427 B.C.) Kraeling No. 1, Ayad No. 5 (451 B.C.) 

No. 6 (420 B.C.) Kraeling No. 2, Ayad No. 6 (449 B.C.) 

No. 7 (420 B.C.) Kraeling No. 3, Ayad No. 7 (437 B.C.) 

No. 8 (416 B.C.) Kraeling No. 4, Ayad No. 8 (434 B.C.) 

No. 9 (404 B.C.) Kraeling No. 5, Ayad No. 9 (427 B.C.) 

No. 10 (402 B.C.) Kraeling No. 6, Ayad No. 10 (420 B.C.) 

No. 11 (402 B.C.) Kraeling No. 7, Ayad No. 11 (420 B.C.) 

No. 12 (402 B.C.) Kraeling No. 8, Ayad No. 12 (416 B.C.) 
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The second problem Kraeling encountered was with some documents 

written during the rule of Artaxerxes, the Persian king of the Twenty-seventh 

Dynasty.  The papyri did not cite whether this Artaxerxes was Artaxerxes the First 

or the Second.  Kraeling, in his translation of Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 

Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12, assumes that these papyri were written during the reign of 

Artaxerxes the Second and not Artaxerxes the First. 

The name of “Artaxerxes” was mentioned in BM, No. 9 as follows: “On the 

24th of Marcheswan, that is the 29th day of Mesore, the 1st year of Artaxerxes the 

king, at that time said Anani son of Azariah, Ihn of Yahu, the god in Yeb the 

fortress.” 

A. Kraeling and Artaxerxes II:  

Kraeling writes the following about the extension of the rule of Artaxerxes II 

in Egypt: “The fact that there was no dated Aramaic papyrus in the Sayce Cowley 

or Sachau collections from the reign of Artaxerxes II seemed to confirm Meyer’s 

date for the end of Persian rule in Egypt.” (BM, p. 111). 

Kraeling writes in his study of Brooklyn Museum Papyri,: “When I began 

the study of the Brooklyn papyri and found that most of them were written under a 

“King Artaxerxes” (in the years 1, 3, 4, 14, 16, 28, 31, and 38), I naturally assumed 

that they were all from the time of Artaxerxes I.  The family history involved, 

however, soon convinced me that those dated in the first, third and fourth years of 

Artaxerxes were later than the others and that the “King Artaxerxes” to whom they 

refer was Artaxerxes II, who succeeded Darius II in the spring of 404 B.C.” (BM, 

p. 111). 

“Thus, as has so often been the case, the dates of private documents shed 

unexpected light on historical matters. We learn from these new papyri that Persian 

rule was still recognized at Elephantine on December 12, 402 B.C. (According to 
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S.H. Horn’s and L.H. Wood’s date of Brooklyn No. 12; but 401 according to 

Richard A. Parker’s), and hence we must infer that the rule of Amyrtaeus, which 

allegedly began in December, 405 B.C, did not extend over a great part of Egypt 

during the first years of his reign, which must approximately have coincided with 

the first year of Artaxerxes II”. (BM, p. 111). 

Then Kraeling tries to find support for his theory of the extension of 

Artaxerxes II’s rule over Egypt until 402/401 B.C. by using BM, No. 12 as his 

source for the name of king Artaxerxes.  This support, according to Kraeling, came 

from the Greek writer Xenophon in his Anabasis (Anabasis 11, 1, 14).  According 

to this, Kraeling writes: “The year 401, which began a few weeks after No. 12 may 

have been written, is memorable in history as the one in which Artaxerxes’ 

younger brother, Cyrus, made his attempt to overthrow him.  The story of that 

revolt and of the odyssey of the Greeks, who participated on the side of Cyrus, was 

given immortality by Xenophon in his Anabasis.” 

“The Greek author refers to the situation in Egypt in two places (Anabasis II, 

I, 14).  Some of the Greek leaders, after the death of Cyrus, were quite willing to 

become the allies of Artaxerxes and suggested that if he wishes to employ them in 

an expedition against Egypt they would help him in reducing that country.” (BM, 

pp. 111-112). 

“Later Clearchus, in addressing the Persian leader Tissaphernes, speaks of 

the trouble caused to the latter by the Mysians and Pisidans and of his own 

readiness to be used against them and then adds, “As for the Egyptians, against 

whom I perceive you are most incensed, I do not see what auxiliary force you 

would use to chastise them better than that which I now have with me.” (BM, p. 

112). 

This statement of Clearchus gives the reader a good idea that the Persian 

leader Tissaphernes failed to gain Egypt for Artaxerxes II following the death of 
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Darius II in 405 B.C.  In this case, the rule of Artaxerxes II, never extended into 

Ancient Egypt.  And the king, who ruled Egypt immediately after Darius II, was 

the Egyptian king Amyrtaeus who established the twenty-eighth Egyptian dynasty 

and ruled Egypt from 405 to 399 B.C. 

Kraeling continues to prove his theory that Artaxerxes II ruled Egypt after 

Darius II.  Kraeling cites BM, No. 12, which was written in the fourth year of 

Artaxerxes, as taking place during the region of Artaxerxes II.  Then Kraeling 

continued his discussion, suggesting  “that Egypt had only very recently passed out 

of Persian control.” (BM, p. 112). 

Then Kraeling hypothesizes, “Had Tissapherness availed himself of 

Clearchus’ offer, it might have saved Egypt for Persia and have favorably affected 

the destinies of the Jewish colony at Elephantine.” (BM, p. 112).  One can answer 

Kraeling and say: if Tresaphernes accepted the offer of Clearchus, then Clearchus 

was going to mention this.  But it seems that the Persians were defeated and the 

Egyptian revolution, which began around 415 B.C. against Darius II, continued.  

After the death of Darius II in 405 B.C., Amyrtaeus became the king of Egypt. 

But Kraeling guesses, “Amyrtaeus would probably have been crushed.” 

(BM, p. 112).  If “Amyrtaeus would probably have been crushed” according to 

Kraeling, that means the Persians would have conquered him and put an end to the 

revolution and Amyrtaeus.  But Amyrtaeus was still alive and became the king of 

Egypt. How? 

Now Kraeling used the Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 of the 

Brooklyn Museum to support his theory that they were written during the reign of 

Artaxerxes II.  Kraeling finds some additional evidence that the Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written during the rule of Artaxerxes II, 

in accordance with his study.  He points to the name of Ananiah son of Azariah 
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and notes that this name appears thus in earlier papyri, while in later papyri, it 

appears in an abbreviated form as Anani son of Azariah. (BM 9, p.235). 

Other evidence which Kraeling used to support his theory was the mention 

of the name of Nabukudurri, who was superintendent of a dgl in BM, Nos. 11 and 

12.  He says that these were written in a later period and that he believes that the 

“King Artaxerxes” who was mentioned in these two papyri was Artaxerxes II.  

Kraeling uses the two papyri of Brooklyn Museum Nos. 11 and 12 as strong 

evidence to support his theory that the name of the king Artaxerxes cited in these 

two papyri must be Artaxerxes II. (See, Ayad, JAC, pp.103-104). 

These two papyri ignored the Babylonian calendar and cited only the 

Egyptian calendar. Kraeling explains this when he writes, “Our text limits itself to 

a purely Egyptian dating (month of Thoth) and does not mention the calendar day; 

perhaps the suggestion made in the case of No. 7 that the new-moon day is meant 

is applicable here as well.… It seems quite clear on the basis of general 

considerations that the king referred to is the second Artaxerxes and hence the year 

is 402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.), and the first day of Thoth was 

December I.” (BM, p. 259, No. 11). 

Then, in 1961, Kraeling published an article under the title “New Light on 

the Elephantine Colony” in BA.  He speaks in this article about Yeb and Syene, 

Elephantine in Egyptian history, the story of the discovery of the Brooklyn 

Museum Papyri, the pioneers who published the early Elephantine Aramaic Papyri, 

and finally, his role working with the Brooklyn Museum in preparing these papyri 

for publication. (See: New Light…pp.128-136). 

Kraeling went through contents of each papyrus, stating with No.1, which 

was written “in the reign of Artaxerxes I, July 6 451 B.C.; No. 2, written two years 

later, July 13, 449 B.C.; No. 3, of September 14, 437 B.C.; No .4, of October 30, 

434 B.C.; No. 5, of June 12, 427 B.C., No. 6, of July 11, 420 B.C.; No. 7, of 
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October 2 in the same year (420 B.C.); No. 8., either September 22 or October 22, 

416 B.C.; Nos. 9 to 12 have a peculiar importance owing to their dates. When I 

began to study them, I placed them first chronologically because they were dated 

in the first, third and fourth year of Artaxerxes.  I naturally thought that the king 

referred to was Artaxerxes I, since Persian rule in Egypt was held to have ended 

with Darius II.”  “However, the family history of Ananiah bar Azariah can be 

understood only if Nos. 9 to 12 are later than the other texts, and from this it 

follows that the Artaxerxes of these three texts must have been Artaxerxes II.” 

(See: New Light…pp.137-139). 

     Kraeling, according to his previous opinion, started to discuss the 

documents with the double dates as “The synchronism of the double dates in Nos. 

9 to 12 provides still further proof if that were needed. Thus the dates of the texts 

attain a historical significance, they prove that the Persians rule over Egypt 

continued until the end of 402 B.C.-the winter before the rebellion of Cyrus the 

younger and the Anabasis of Cyrus made immortal by Xenophon.  

After the death of Cyrus, the leaders of the Greek expeditionary force 

offered their services to the Persians for a campaign against Egypt to assist in 

reducing it; the Persian supreme commander is described as being more incensed 

at the Egyptians than at other rebels (Xenophon Anab: 11.1; 14-5, 13).  It seems 

certain therefore that Egypt shook off Persian allegiance only when the revolt of 

Cyrus was imminent or in full swing.” (See: New Light…p.139). 
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B. Artaxerxes I or Artaxerxes II  

Undoubtedly, the Persian king who is mentioned in Kraeling, Brooklyn 

Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 is Artaxerxes the First (465-

462/461 B.C.), not Artaxerxes the Second (404-402/401 B.C.), as Kraeling 

suggests.  This opinion of Kraeling is an error that has been repeated by other 

scholars including Ginsberg, Porten, Grelot and other respected researchers in the 

field. 

The evidence for this: 

1. From the Aramaic Papyri: 

a. Ananiah son of Azariah left us his archive, which included 13 Aramaic 

papyri.  In papyrus No.6, Ananiah gave his daughter Yehoyishma a house. This 

document was written in July 11th, 420 B.C.  Then in contract BM, No. 7, written 

on October 2nd, 420 B.C. Ananiah son of Haggai said to Zakkur son of Meshullam, 

“I have come to thy house and asked of thee the woman Yehoyishma (by name), 

thy sister, for marriage. And thou didst give her to me.” (BM, 7: 1-4) 

Why did Ananiah son of Haggai ask Zakkur son of Meshullam for the hand 

of (his sister in BM, No. 7) Yehoyishma* and not her father, Ananiah son of 

Azariah or her mother, Tamut, or her brother Palti.  The reason must be that 

Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away between the contract which he wrote on 

July 11, 420 B.C. and the marriage contract of his daughter Yehoyishma on 

October 2, 420 B.C.  Both his wife Tamut and son Palti had died prior to July 11th, 

420 B.C. 

According to such information, we can see that the Archive of Ananiah son 

of Azariah stopped before October 2nd, 420 B.C. (BM, 7).  After this date, Ananiah 

                                                 
* who called her in BM, No. 7 his sister, but in fact she was not his sister, for she was the slave of 
his father Meshullam son of Zakkur 
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son of Azariah never wrote any documents.  Then contracts BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 

and 12 should be considered from the reign of Artaxerxes I (465-462/461 B.C.) 

and not from the time of Artaxerxes II (404-402 B.C.) as Kraeling, Porten, Grelot 

and others have suggested. 

b. On June 12, 427 B.C. Meshullam son of Zakkur said to the woman Tpmt 

(Tamut) by name, his handmaiden, upon whose hand is a mark, on the right, thus: 

“belonging to Meshullam” saying: I have taken thought for thee in my life.  I have 

gone and released thee (effective) at my death, and I have released Yehoyishma by 

name, thy daughter.” (BM 5: 2-4). 

We understand from this contract that Tpmt (Tamut) the wife of Ananiah 

son of Azariah was a slave of Meshullam son of Zakkur, who gave her full 

freedom on July 12th, 427 B.C.  But in contract BM, No. 12, which was written, 

according to Kraeling, on December 12, 402/1 B.C. during the time of Artaxerxes 

II the following: “Said Anani son of Azariah, Ihn of Yahu the god, and Tpmt 

(Tamut) his wife pr(d?)ypt of Meshullam b. Zakkur.” (BM 12: 11-12).  Concerning 

the word pr(d?)ypt, Erichsen “suggests connecting the word with demotic pr-ip.t. 

‘workhouse,’ and thinks it designates the slave as an inmate of it.”  (BM, p. 277). 

In contract BM, No.5, Meshullam son of Zakkur on June 12, 427 B.C. gave 

full freedom to Tpmt (Tamut); however, in BM, No.12, written in 402/401 B.C. 

during the reign of Artaxerxes II, according to Kraeling, considered Tpmt (Tamut) 

pr (d?) ypt to be the slave of Meshullam b. Zakkur. 

Undoubtedly, BM, No. 12 had to have been written during the rule of 

Artaxerxes I, in 462/461 B.C. when Tpmt (Tamut) was still a slave of Meshullam 

b. Zakkur. Meshullam son of Zakkur passed away sometime after he wrote 

contract BM, No. 5 in June 427 B.C., in which he gave freedom to the woman 

Tpmt (Tamut) and her daughter Yehoyishma, and before the contract BM, No.7, 

which was written on October 2, 420 B.C., the marriage contract of Ananiah b. 
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Haggai and Yehoyishma, in which he asked for the hand of Yehoyishma from 

Zakkur son of Meshullam instead from of her previous master, Meshullam son of 

Zakkur.  It seems that Meshullam son of Zakkur passed away after 427 B.C. and 

before October 2, 420 B.C.  This proves that no contracts related to Ananiah son of 

Azariah were written after 420 B.C. 

c. The Aramaic term “gawwa” or “gowwa” (BM 12: 24) and the term 

“pr(d?)ypt” (BM 12: 11) are both used as titles relating to Tamut, the wife of 

Ananiah son of Azariah.  These two titles indicate that she had a strong 

relationship with her master Meshullam son of Zakkur. Meshullam insisted in 

contract BM 12 that he had his legal right concerning Tamut as a woman owned by 

him. 

I believe the contract (BM No. 12) was written during the fourth year of the 

rule of Artaxerxes, whom the author of this article believes to be Artaxerxes the 

First and that the contract was written in 461 B.C.  The reason for this is that 

Meshullam son of Zakkur in BM, No. 5, written in 427, gave Tamut her full 

freedom.  But Kraeling thinks that the contract BM, No. 12 was written during the 

fourth year of the King Artaxerxes whom he considered the Second.  The fourth 

year of the rule of this king is equivalent to 402/401 B.C., during which time 

Tamut was already dead, having passed away earlier, between 427 and 420 B.C.  

Again, this is based on the fact that she was not mentioned in the contract of 

the marriage of her daughter Yehoyishma to Ananiah son of Haggai. Then it was 

impossible after her death, which had to have taken place between the two dates 

427 and 420 B.C, and after she had her freedom in 427 B.C. to have been slave of 

Meshullam son of Zakkur in 402/401 B.C.  According to Kraeling, the contract of 

BM, No.12 was written in 402/401 B.C. during the rule of Artaxerxes II instead of 

Artaxerxes I in 462/461 B.C.  This casts doubts on the accuracy of the dating and 

ordering of Kraeling’s Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. 
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2. From the Classical Writers: 

Alan Gardiner, in his book EOTP, offers different lists of the names of the 

kings who ruled Egypt in its ancient times.  These lists were written by Manetho, 

Africanus, and Eusebuis.  

Manetho names “eight Persian kings”, the last of which was Darius II, who 

ruled Egypt for nineteen years.  He was followed immediately by “Amyrteos” of 

Sais who established the Egyptian 28th Dynasty.  His rule lasted from 404-399 B.C.  

The king who ruled after Amyrteos, according to Manetho, was Nepherites I of the 

29th Egyptian Dynasty.  This king ruled six years. 

We noticed that Manetho enumerated the names of the Persian Kings who 

ruled Egypt during the 27th Dynasty, and he put Darius II as the last one and did 

not mention the name of the king Artaxerxes II as one of the Persian kings who 

ruled Egypt after Darius the second (See, Ayad, JAC p.111). 

Africanus, in his list, named eight Persian kings who ruled Egypt. The last 

one was Darius II, who ruled Egypt for nineteen years.  Africanus did not mention 

the name of Artaxerxes II as one of the Persian Kings who ruled Egypt after Darius 

II.  Diodorus of Sicily talked in detail about Artaxerxes II, but says nothing of his 

extending his rule over Egypt.  If Artaxerxes II had indeed extended his rule over 

Egypt, we would expect it would be noteworthy enough for Diodorus to mention 

(See, Diodorus, 13:108-114; 14:1-34) (JAC, p. 111)  

Eusebius marked the end of the Persian rule in Egypt during the Twenty-

Seventh Dynasty with Darius II, who ruled nineteen years from 424-404 B.C.  If 

the rule of Artaxerxes II extended over Ancient Egypt, there is no doubt that 

Eusebuis would have made reference to him. (See, Gardinar, EOTP, p. 452). 

3. From the Offices of the Persian High Officials:  

If the Persians’ high officials were under the control of Artaxerxes II during 
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his rule which would have extended over Egypt after the death of Darius II in 405-

404 B.C., according to Kraeling and the others, then why did they act counter to 

the Persians’ interests? 

For example, why did Waidrang stand against the Jewish community and the 

Jewish garrison who were working under the Persian king?  No one can imagine 

that the governor of Aswan, who worked for the Persian king, would have joined 

forces with the ancient Egyptians and the priests of the god Khnum to destroy the 

Jewish temple.  Nor is it believable that this leader would order his son, Nephayan, 

to destroy the Jewish Temple. 

It is essential to remember that the Jewish garrison was a part of the Persian 

garrison of Elephantine.  In 408 B.C., the governor of Elephantine prtrk, whose 

name was Waidrang, gave orders to his son, who was rb hyl of the garrison in the 

fortress of Syene, to destroy the Jewish Temple of the god Yahu on the Island of 

Elephantine.  He, along with the Egyptian priests of the god Khnum and the 

Egyptians, destroyed the Jewish Temple. 

From this story found in the Aramaic Papyri, we must question why the 

Persian governor Waidrang, and his son Nephayan, fought against the Jewish 

garrison that was a part of the Persian garrison and supported the Egyptians and 

their priests in destroying the Jewish Temple and persecuting the Jews of 

Elephantine and Aswan?  The answer is this: Waidrang and Nephayan knew the 

days of Persian rule were nearing an end. 

They were sure that the Egyptian revolution would spread, reaching 

Elephantine and Aswan as well as Upper Egypt.  Before that, the revolution would 

reach Lower Egypt, making an escape to the north impossible for the Persians.  

This was the only reason for Waidrang and Nephayan to stand with the Egyptians 

against the Jewish community allowing them to continue their lives in Egypt. Both 
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Waidrang and Nephayan recognized that Arsham the satrap returned to Persia in 

408 B.C. and stayed there for the rest of his life.  

In fact, we know that the Persian king who came after Darius I was Xerxes. 

Xerxes appointed his brother Achaemenes (Herdotus, 7:7) as a satrap to rule 

Egypt, deputizing the king.  In 465 B.C., Xerxes was killed by Artabnos.  Then 

Artaxerxes I became the Persian king who ruled Egypt. During the rule of this 

king, Achaemenes lost his life at the battle of Papremis. (Herodotus, 3: 12). 

Arsham was appointed as satrap in Egypt deputizing Artaxerxes I, after the 

death of Achaemenes. (JAC, p. 90).  What about the other Persian high officials?  

The revolution of the Egyptians started around 415 B.C. and continued until 

Amyrtaeus became the king of Egypt following the death of Darius II in 405/404 

B.C.. Artaxerxes II never ruled Egypt.  Scholars have not found a single document 

nor any traces of his rule in Egypt. 

If his rule had extended to Egypt, then Waidrang and his son would never 

have acted as they did, and tried to befriend the Egyptians.  However, they knew 

that Arsham the satrap had left Egypt in 408 B.C. because of the Egyptian 

revolution. No one expected him to return to Egypt, and Artaxerxes II never 

appointed a new satrap to replace Arsham as his deputy in ruling Egypt.  Waidrang 

and his son Nephayan had to work for their own benefit, to please the Egyptians 

and their priests so that they could live in Egypt to the end of their lives. 

4. Evidence Provided by Modern Scholars:  

Kraeling says the following of Amyrtaeus, the only Egyptian pharaoh of the 

Twenty-eighth Dynasty: “We learn from these new papyri that Persian rule was 

still recognized at Elephantine on December 12, 402 B.C. or 401…and hence we 

must infer that the rule of Amyrtaeus, which allegedly began in December 405 

B.C., did not extend over a great part of Egypt during the first years of his reign, 
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which must approximately have coincided with the first years of Artaxerxes II.” 

(BM, p. 111). 

In another location, Kraeling continues, “The years of Amyrtaeus were 

naturally reckoned from the time when he first seized power at Sais.” (BM, p. 

112).  He continues: “According to recent chronology, his reign extended from 

December 2, 405, to November 11, 399.  The 21st of Pamenhotep of his fifth year 

thus must have been June 19, 400 B.C.” (BM, p. 112).  Then Kraeling comes to 

this conclusion: “He therefore became ruler of all of Egypt some time after 

December 12, 402, presumably in the following spring or summer, the time of the 

Anabasis of Cyrus.… If one prefers Parker’s date for No. 12, the Elephantine 

garrison would have maintained its loyalty to the Persian crown until December 

401 at least.” (BM, p. 112). 

In another place, Kraeling depends on a certain sentence cited by Xenophon 

in his Anabasis which had led Kraeling to believe that the rule of Artaxerxes II 

extended over Egypt up to 402/401 B.C.. Kraeling says: “The Greek author refers 

to the situation in Egypt in two places.  Some of the Greek leaders, after the death 

of Cyrus, were quite willing to become the allies of Artaxerxes and suggested that 

if he wished to employ them in an expedition against Egypt they would help in 

reducing that country.  Later Clearchus in addressing the Persian leader 

Tissaphernes, speaks of the trouble caused to the latter by Mysians and Pisidians 

and of his own readiness to be used against them and then adds, ‘As for the 

Egyptians, against whom I perceive you are most incensed, I do not see what 

auxiliary force you would use to chastise them better than that which I now have 

with me.’ ” Then Kraeling incorrectly asserts, that “Egypt had only very recently 

passed out of Persian control.” (BM, p. 112). 

Kraeling continues his suggestion and questions whether the Persian leader 

Tissaphernes had conquered Egypt, indicating he was unsure. “Had Tissaphernes 
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availed himself of Clearchus’ offer, it might have saved Egypt for Persia and have 

favorably affected the destinies of the Jewish colony at Elephantine.” (BM, p. 

112). 

After this, Kraeling theorizes that Tissaphernes would have conquered 

Amyrtaeus, writing, “Amyrtaeus would probably have been crushed.” (BM, p. 

112). 

In fact, the Persian leader Tissaphernes failed to regain Egypt for the Persian 

Empire and to extend the rule of King Artaxerxes II.  After the death of Darius II 

in 405/404 B.C., Amyrtaeus became the king of Egypt, who ruled ancient Egypt 

for six years from 405/404 to 399 B.C. (BM, p. 112). 

Cook, in his book, PE, describes Artaxerxes II as follows: “But all his 

attempts to reconquer Egypt failed.” (p. 131). 

Grimal, in his book, HAE, writes under the title “Chronology of Ancient 

Egypt” We notice from such a chronology that the only king of the 28th Egyptian 

Dynasty was Amyrtaeus (404 – 399 B.C.) (p. 394).  Again, there is no mention of 

Artaxerxes II. In another location in his book, he writes the following about 

Amyrtaeus, “In the same year that Darius II died (404 B.C.), Amyrtaeus had 

himself declared king and founded the twenty-eight Dynasty, which consisted only 

of his own reign.  After less than four years, his power was recognized as far south 

as Aswan, and his rule had even been accepted by the Jewish community at 

Elephantine.  Not a single monument bearing his name had survived, however, and 

practically nothing is known about his reign, which came to an end in 398 B.C.  

The apparent ease with which he took power and the almost complete lack of 

response from Susa are both explained by the struggle for succession which 

divided the Persians after the death of Darius II.” (p. 371).  

5. From the History of Ancient Egypt:  
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The most important study concerning Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 of the Brooklyn 

Museum Aramaic Papyri, which are a part of the Archive of Ananiah son of 

Azariah translated by Kraeling, who believed that the aforementioned papyri dated 

from the first, third, and fourth years of Artaxerxes the Second.  But Kraeling’s 

assertions were incorrect.  In fact, the king referred to in the papyri was Artaxerxes 

I and not Artaxerxes II, based upon the following reasons.   

After the death of Darius II in 405/404 B.C., we have two problems; the first 

was discussed by Kraeling in his book on the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, 

where he asserts that Artaxerxes the Second succeeded Darius II in 405/404 B.C., 

ruling Egypt until 402/401 B.C.  The main rebuff to this is that “No remnants or 

traces of Artaxerxes II have been found in Egypt yet. Moreover, Egyptian 

documents and inscriptions fail to make either explicit or implicit references to this 

King and the exclusion of his rule over Egypt.” (JAC, p. 103). 

Also, “No references to the effect of the extension of the rule of Artaxerxes 

II were ever made by ancient historians, either Egyptian, such as Manetho, or 

foreign, such as Herodotus, Diodorus Siculus or any others.” (JAC, p. 103).  

Kraeling has tried to prove that papyri Nos. 9 and 10 were written under the rule of 

Artaxerxes the Second, as well as papyri Nos. 11 and 12 of the Brooklyn Museum.  

But all four of the papyri could be referring to the rule of Artaxerxes the First, not 

the Second.  An examination of the papyri themselves supports the case that these 

papyri were written during the earlier rule of Artaxerxes I. (JAC, pp. 104-105).  

We notice “that Nos. 9 and 10 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic collection have 

both Egyptian and Babylonian calendars, together with the year of the reign of 

king Artaxerxes.  If this king was Artaxerxes I, then the mention of the Babylonian 

and Egyptian calendar were inevitable.  Papyrus No. 9 is dated the first year, and 

papyrus No. 10 in the third year of the king’s reign.  In both years, 465 B.C. and 

462 B.C., a state of stability prevailed, the hold of the Persian king Artaxerxes I 
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over Egypt was still strong, and there were no revolutions.  Hence, the mention of 

both the Egyptian and Babylonian calendar together with the year of the Persian 

king’s reigns is understandable. ” (JAC, pp. 104-105).  “If, on the other hand, the 

king referred to in these two papyri, Nos. 9, and 10, is Artaxerxes II as Kraeling 

concludes, the scribe of the papyri should have referred to the Egyptian calendar 

alone, as a result of the Egyptian revolution which started the latter half of Darius 

II’s reign, when the expulsion of the Persian was becoming a certainty.” (JAC, p. 

106). 

Concerning papyri Nos. 11 and 12 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic 

Papyri, we notice only the Egyptian Calendar and the year of the reign of the 

Persian king Artaxerxes are mentioned.  Both papyri are dated during the fourth 

year of the reign of Artaxerxes, which is the same date for the papyrus No. 7 in 

Cowley’s book, and which refers only to the Egyptian calendar.  Both Sachau and 

Cowley consider the papyrus to refer to the time of Artaxerxes I in 461 B.C.  In the 

same way, the two papyri Nos. 11 and 12, published by Kraeling, could be said to 

refer to Artaxerxes I and not to Artaxerxes II. 

The reason “why the Babylonian calendar was ignored is most probably due 

to the uprisings against the Persians, such as the revolt by Inarors who sought to 

obtain the independence of Egypt during the reign of Artaxerxes I in 461/ 460 B.C. 

The initial victory of the Egyptian was, therefore, the reason why the Egyptian 

calendar alone was thus used.” (JAC, p. 104).  “For these reasons, it is quite 

justifiable to consider the name of King Artaxerxes, mentioned in papyri 9, 10, 11 

and 12 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic collection, as referring to King 

Artaxerxes I and not to Artaxerxes II.” (JAC, p. 105). 

We should consider the papyri from the Archive of Ananiah son of Azariah 

staring with papyrus No. 9 as dating from the time of Artaxerxes I in 465 B.C., 

followed by No. 10 written in 463, and Nos. 11 and 12 written in 462/461 B.C. 
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Thus, the correct interpretation of “Artaxerxes” as referring to Artaxerxes 

the First, and not the Second, gives us as a new and earlier dating for the BM 

Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9 through 12.  Furthermore no single document of this 

archive was written during the reign of Artaxerxes II.  All were written during the 

time of Artaxerxes the First, starting with Kraeling No. 9, which should be No. 1 if 

we are sorting chronologically. 

The last document of this archive, corresponding to Kraeling No. 6, was 

written by Ananiah son of Azariah in 427 B.C. to his daughter Yehoyishma, to 

whom he gave a portion of a house. 

Then we noticed that in the document written in 420 B.C. concerning 

Yehoyishma’s marriage to Ananiah son of Haggai, that her father Ananiah son of 

Azariah, her mother Tpmt (Tamut) and her brother Palti are never mentioned.  That 

tells us that all the family of Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away sometime 

between 427 and 420 B.C. with the exception of Yehoyishma. 

All four documents of BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written during the 

rule of Artaxerxes I (465/464-461/460 B.C.) and not during the reign of Artaxerxes 

II (405/404 B.C.).  Artaxerxes II ruled only Persia and not Egypt.  The theories of 

Kraeling were adopted by scholars and influenced many writers from different 

countries, most notably H.L. Ginsberg.  After Kraeling published his book BM in 

1953, Ginsberg, published an article the following year.  It had the same title as the 

book of Kraeling, “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri,” published in the 

JAOS, Vol. 74, No. 3, 1954, pp. 153-162.  Ginsberg supports Kraeling’s study and 

both believe that Artaxerxes II ruled Egypt immediately after the death of Darius 

II.  Ginsberg writes the following: “Moreover, whereas the previously known 

papyri from the Jewish community of Elephantine date only from the reign of 

Xerxes, Artaxerxes I, and Darius II, most of Brooklyn papyri are dated in the first, 

and fourth years of a King Artaxerxes, whom internal evidence proves to be 
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Artaxerxes II…It now appears that in Upper Egypt Artaxerxes II continued to be 

acknowledged king through the year 402 or 401 B.C.E.” (Ibid, p. 154). 

Then Ginsberg starts to analyze each document of the Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri. He dates the papyri as follows: No. 1, dated 451; No. 2, dated 

449; No. 3, dated 437; No. 4, dated 434; No. 5, dated 427; No. 6 , dated July 11, 

420, No. 7, dated Oct. 2 420; No. 8, dated 416; No. 9, dated 404; No. 10, dated 

March 402; No. 11, dated December 1, 402; No. 12, dated December 12, 402 (pp. 

156-162).
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Who Ruled Ancient Egypt After the Death 

Of Darius II in 405/404 B.C. , 

Artaxerxes II or Amyrtaeus? 
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A. Artaxerxes II, then Amyrtaeus 

 
Kraeling tries to prove that King Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt after Artaxerxes II, 

who became the Persian ruler immediately after the death of Darius II in 405/404.  

Kraeling claims that Artaxerxes II ruled Egypt from 404 B.C. until 402/401 B.C. 

and then Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt from 402/401 B.C. until 399 B.C.  This author 

rejects this chronology.  

Kraeling writes in support of his theory: “but how shall we understand the 

fact that a reign of six years was assigned to Amyrtaeus by the ancient 

chronologists?  The tradition is substantiated by the Aramaic papyrus A.P. 35, 

dated in the summer of his fifth year.  We must suppose that Amyrtaeus himself 

stressed the idea that his sovereignty had begun with the end of the reign of Darius 

II.  But this is idealism rather than realism.  He may have held power from 

December 405 to December 402 over a part of Lower Egypt from a haven in the 

Delta such as that described by Herodotus (11.140), which allegedly remained 

undiscovered “until the time of Amyrtaeus” (the rebel of 455 B.C., and perhaps the 

grandfather of the king of whom we here are speaking).  The Brooklyn Papyri 

prove that until the winter preceding the anabasis of Cyrus in 401 B.C., the military 

colony at Elephantine still owed allegiance to Artaxerxes II, and that apparently 

signifies that the communications from Palestine to Egypt and up the Nile were in 

Persian hands at that time.” (Kraeling, New Light, pp.138-139). 

Then Kraeling writes: “Papyrus No. 9 is dated November 5, 404 B.C…. 

papyrus No. 10 of March 9, 402 B.C.…No. 11, dated December 2, 402 B.C…No. 

12, December 13, 402 B.C.” (Kraeling, New Light, pp. 139-140).  “No. 13 is a 

letter… for this letter alludes to the capture (and death?) of King Amyrtaeus and 

the accession of Nepherites I, founder of the Twenty-ninth Dynasty, at Memphis in 
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the month of Epiphi.”  The letter bears only a month date “fifth of Epiphi,” but if 

Nepherites’ official reign began in December 399, it must date from October 1, 

399 B.C. (Kraeling, New Light, p. 140).  “It is this letter which in all probability 

sounded the death-knell for Elephantine colony.”  

“The Jews had been apparently left undisturbed by Amyrtaeus, as is shown 

by the papyrus AP, No. 35, dated under him (June 19, 400 B.C.).  This rise of a 

new dynasty under Nepherites, however, was an ominous event.  For the Twenty-

ninth Dynasty came from Mendes, where the ram-god was supreme, and it stands 

to reason that it took great interest in the ram-god Khnum of Elephantine and gave 

heed to the wishes of its priesthood.  The Yahu temple was a thorn in their flesh; 

they had sought to get rid of it in 410 and punishment had been meted out to the 

conspirators.  It is plausible to suppose that the existence of the Jewish colony was 

terminated soon after the rise of the new dynasty and that it is for this reason that 

no later records have come to light from Elephantine.” (Kraeling, New Light, 

pp.140-141).  

Under the title “The Restoration of the Jewish Temple,” Kraeling continues 

his discussion concerning the rebuilding of the Jewish Temple; “the previously 

published Elephantine papyri left unanswered the question whether the Jewish 

colony succeeded in getting its temple restored. The recommendation of Bagoas 

and Delaiah, the son of Sanballat of Samaria, held that it should be done, but with a 

thinly veiled implication that bloody sacrifice should not be permitted there. 

However, the interim between 408 (the date of the Bagoas letter, AP, No. 30) and 

supposed end of Persian rule seemed so short that Edward Meyer could express 

doubts as to whether the temple was reopened.” 

“The new Brooklyn papyri establish the fact that the temple was rebuilt, for 

we find it in existence in the latest of the fully dated documents (No. 12 of 

December 402 B.C.).  Not only does this text mention the temple of Yahu but it 
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speaks of Yahu as “The god who dwells in Yeb the fortress,”…The important list 

on the temple contributors (A.P. 22) is dated in the fifth year of an unspecified 

king, who, in my opinion, is to be identified with Amyrtaeus, and thus further 

substantiates the existence of the temple as late as the summer of 400 B.C.” 

(Kraeling, New Light, p. 143). 

Kraeling also came to the following conclusion: “If we are right in our belief 

that the Elephantine colony and temple came to an end in the reign of Nepherites I 

(December 1, 399-November 29, 393) it may be said to have expired at an 

appropriate moment, when a drill-sergeant of righteousness, backed by Persian 

political authority, was about to subject his people to a fateful legislation…” 

(Kraeling, New Light, p. 144). 

 

B. Did the Documents of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 
Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 change the history of Ancient Egypt? 

The fourth problem which Kraeling met was related to the documents of 

Brooklyn Museum Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12.  Did these documents of Ananiah son of 

Azariah change the history of Ancient Egypt?  

This problem started when Kraeling published his book Brooklyn Museum 

Aramaic Papyri.  In his book, he asserted his opinion that Artaxerxes II the Persian 

king ruled Egypt until 402/401 B.C.  followed by the reign of Amyrtaeus.  That 

would mean that Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt for about two years from 402/401 until 

399 B.C. (p. 200). However, based on scholarly assessments of the chronology of 

the Ancient Egyptian rulers, this is incorrect.  Amyrtaeus ruled for a longer time 

than Kraeling suggests. 

The reader will find the opinion of Kraeling in the following statements: “In 

any case the words of Xenophon show that Amyrtaeus was obtaining control of the 
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country in the spring of 401, though Persian forces may still have held the northern 

approaches.” (BM, p. 112).  This study is offered to us by Kraeling, according to 

Diodorus XIV, 35, it tells us how Amyrtaeus conquered the Persians. 

Kraeling continues his study: “It is easy to see how it was possible for 

Amyrtaeus to succeed, in spite of Artaxerxes’ victory at Cunaxa.  The Egyptian 

Tamos, governor of Cilicia under Cyrus, had fled with the fleet and the treasures of 

his province to “Psammetichus (error for Amyrtaeus), king of the Egyptians, and 

was slain by him.  Amyrtaeus thus secured money and ships with which to 

establish his power.” (BM, p. 112).  Then Kraeling continues his historical study 

and writes, “When A.P. 35 was written he was obviously the acknowledged 

sovereign at Elephantine.  This document is dated the 21st of Pamenhotop in his 

fifth year.  The years of Amyrtaeus were naturally reckoned from the time when he 

first seized power at Sais.” (BM, p. 112). 

Kraeling asserts, “That Amyrtaeus when he ruled all of Egypt, that happened 

after December, 402 B.C.” (JAC, p. 102) and “that the rule of Amyrtaeus, which 

started in 405 B.C., was not extended over all Egypt, during the early years of his 

rule,” (JAC, p. 102) and “that the papyrus dated the fifth year of the reign of 

Amyrtaeus refers to this year as calculated on the basis of the initial seizure of 

power by Amyrtaeus in Sais, and not of his accession to the throne of Egypt.” 

(JAC, 102). 

 According to Kraeling’s theory, we can tell that there was an inconsistency 

between the extension of the rule of Artaxerxes, who Kraeling believes to be 

Artaxerxes II, on the one hand, and the rule of the Egyptian Pharaoh Amyrtaeus, 

founder of the Twenty-eight Egyptian dynasty, on the other.  This inconsistency is 

due to the following: if the reign of Artaxerxes II had continued after the death of 

Darius II, then according to Kraeling’s theory, this reign must have been from 

405/404 to 401 B.C. (JAC, p. 107-108).   
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There is, however, an Aramaic papyrus written in 400 B.C., the fifth year of 

the reign of Amyrtaeus, which again undermines Kraeling’s timeline.  According 

to Kraeling, “Amyrtaeus was not ruling over all Egypt, but was a mere rebel 

against all Egypt, and that his rebellion lasted till the fourth year of the reign of 

Artaxerxes II, or about 401 B.C.  After this year Amyrtaeus became the ruler of all 

Egypt, from 401 to 399 B.C.  This means that Amyrtaeus had, according to 

Kraeling, ruled over Egypt only for two years.” (JAC, p. 108). 

It is very difficult to accept Kraeling’s opinion that the five-year reign of 

Amyrtaeus referred to in Cowley 35 was “calculated on the basis of the initial 

seizure of power by Amyrtaeus in Sais, and not of his accession to the throne of 

Egypt.”  In any case, Kraeling “fails to mention his reference for the information 

on the fact that the papyrus dated to the fifth year of the reign of Amyrtaeus refers 

to the initial access to power by Amyrtaeus in Sais, and not to his becoming the 

full fledged king of Egypt in 405 B.C.” (JAC, p. 108). 

This document is a contract of a loan and was written about 400 B.C. by 

Menahem son of Shalom, an Aramaean of Yeb the fortress, of the detachment of 

Nabukudurri, to Sallua daughter of Samuah.  The date of this contract is as 

follows: “On the 21st(?) of Phamenoth, year 5 of Amyrtaeus the king” (Cowley, 

No. 35: 1-2).  The name of the king is cited in another place in the same contract as 

follows: “I, Menahem, will give it and pay you in full by the 30th of Pharmuthi, 

year 5 of King Amyrtaeus.” (AP, 35: 5-6). 

It is clear from this contract that Amyrtaeus was king over all of Egypt for 

five years prior to the writing of this contract.  Amyrtaeus’s reign lasted for six 

years (405/404-399 B.C.), according to the ancient historians; the rule of 

Artaxerxes the Second never extended over Egypt after the death of Darius II in 

405 B.C. as Kraeling has suggested. Amyrtaeus immediately became the king of 

Egypt after Darius II.  It should also be noted that Kraeling’s theory is undermined 
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by the logical manner of calendar calculation.  “It is only reasonable that this 

calculation is reckoned from the time a ruler assumed full power over the whole 

country, not when he simply became a ruler of a province.  This method of 

calendar calculation was significant and had its bearing on legal and other aspects.” 

(JAC, p. 108). 

 

C. Amyrtaeus and the Modern Scholars: 

Modern scholars agree that Amyrtaeus became the King of Egypt 

immediately after Darius II (405-399 B.C.).  One of the these, Olmstead, wrote “in 

405 the Delta rebelled under a second Amyrtaeus (presumably a grandon of the 

first) whose six years of reign were counted by the chronologists as the Twenty-

eighth Dynasty coming from Sais; ‘the Law was in his time’ says the native 

chronicler.  The revolt spread rapidly up the Nile; at Karnack a gate was built for 

the southern extension of the Montu temple.  Despite their protestation of loyalty 

to Persia and their suffering at the hands of Egyptians priests during the last 

abortive revolt, the Jewish mercenaries at Elephantine were forced to change the 

allegiance.  According to the last-dated papyrus from their archives, written 

Phamenoth 25, fifth year of Amartis (Amyrtaeus), Menahem, son of Shallom an 

Aramean of Yeb the fortress, of the standard of Nabu-Kudurri, promises to pay the 

claim of his wife Sallua, daughter of Samuah, two shekels-that is, silver, one 

‘Stater’; if he does not pay it in five days, the sum will be doubled. Use of the 

‘Stater’ as the unit of exchange proves the Greek influence which was steadily to 

increase during the coming period of Egyptian independence.”  (Olmstead, HPE, 

pp. 373-374). 

Concerning the rule of Amyrtaeus who followed immediately Darius II, see 

also B.G. Trigger, B. J. Kemp, D. O’Connor, and A.B. Lloyd, AE, pp. 281, 286, 
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287, 299; Veronica Seton-Williams and Peter Stocks, BGE, pp. 23, 27; Stephen 

Quirke, WWP p. 73; J.M. Cook, PE, p. 131; Peter A. Clayton, CP, pp. 200-202; 

Arthur Cotterell, editor, PECC, pp. 156-175; Bill Manley, PHAAE, pp. 116; 

Barbara Watterson, TE, p. 181; Nicholas Grimal, HAE, pp. 371-372, 394. 

Dandameav, adopts Kraeling’s assessment that BM, Nos. 9-13 were written 

during the reign of Artaxerxes II from 404-400 B.C.. Dandameav writes: 

“Apparently, Amyrtaeus started his insurgency in 405 B.C., and during the first 

years of the revolt his control remained limited to lower Egypt. By 400 B.C., the 

rebels also dominated upper Egypt, including Elephantine” (see PHAE, p.273).  In 

fact the Egyptian revolution began before the death of Darius II in 411/410 B.C. or 

earlier and continued until Amyrtaeus became the king of Egypt in 405/404 B.C. 

and then ruled until 399 B.C.  Thus, his rule lasted almost six years, according to 

the ancient historians, especially Manetho (see Ibid, p. 297). 

Dandameav also writes “It is difficult to give an accurate date for Amyrtaeus 

II’s revolt. E. Meyer and following him many other scholars have suggested that 

even by 404 B.C. all of Egypt was in the hands of the rebels (Bickeman 1937: ff.; 

Meyer 1912:90; idem 1939, vol. V, p. 180)” (PHAE, p. 272).  

Contining his argument, Dandameav says “As remarked by Kraeling, it is 

evident from the Anabasis of Xenophon that by 401 B.C. Amyrtaeus was still 

engaged in establishing his control over Egypt, because in the spring of that year 

the Spartan general Clearchus offered Tissaphernes a contingent of Greek 

mercenaries to retain Egypt for the Persians.” (Ibid, p. 277).  

Amyrtaeus “was still engaged in establishing his control over Egypt.” 

(Dandameav, ibid, p. 272) and was still defending Egypt from the attack of the 

Persian when in the spring of 401 B.C.  “The Spartan general Clearchus offered 

Tissaphernes a contingent of Greek mercenaries to retain Egypt for the Persians.” 

(Ibid, p. 272), but he failed to retain Egypt. Egypt won its independence in 405/404 
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B.C., and in the same year Amyrtaeus was made king of Egypt, according to the 

ancient and classical historians. 

However, Dandameav continues his discussion based solely on Kraeling’s 

mistaken belief that K9-12 were written during the rule of Artaxerxes II (405/404 

B.C-402/401 B.C.).  “In 404-401 B.C. the Persians still controlled Elephantine and, 

in all probability, almost most of the rest of Upper Egypt.  A number of Papyri 

from this period are dated to the third and fourth years of the reign of Artaxerxes II 

(Kraeling 1953, Nos. 9-13; cf. Also ibid: III ff.).  Apparently, Amyrtaeus started 

his insurgency in 405 B.C. and during the first years of the revolt his control 

remained limited to Lower Egypt.  By 400 B.C. the rebels also dominated upper 

Egypt, including Elephantine.” (Political History of the Achaemenid Empire, pp. 

272-273).  

This last statement of Dandameav is inaccurate because the Egyptian 

revolution against the Persians started about 415 B.C. and extended to Elephantine 

and Aswan in 411 B.C. (C.27, 30).  We know from the Aramaic papyrus (C30: 4-

9; TAD, vol. 2, A 4.7: 4-9), which was written in 408/407 B.C., that the Egyptian 

priests of the god Khnum and the Egyptians came to an agreement with Waidrang 

(Vidranga), the Persian governor or chief of Elephantine, and his son Nephayan 

(Naphaina), the garrison commander of Aswan.  It was Nephayan who “led the 

Egyptians with the other troops.  They came to the fortress of Elephantine (in 

411/410 B.C.) with their weapons, broke into that Temple, demolished it to the 

ground.”  Why did the Persian governor and his son come to an agreement with the 

Egyptians?  Because Waidrang and Nephayan recognized that Amyrtaeus was 

going to win the war against the Persians and they anticipated he would become 

the king of Egypt.  At the same time, the two Persian leaders had no hope of 

returning with their own troops to Persia. One should recall that Arsham 

(Arsames), the Persian satrap, left Egypt during the Egyptian revolution in 411/410 
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B.C. and never returned.  Moreover, the Persian king did not appoint another 

Persian satrap to rule Egypt because Amyrtaeus conquered the Persians and 

became the king of Egypt in 405/404 B.C. 

Notably the Aramaic contract AP, No. 35 was written in Elephantine in 400 

B.C. and dated from the 5th year of the reign of King Amyrtaeus.  Thus the Jewish 

Aramaean community of Elephantine recognized that the rule of Amyrtaeus 

extended throughout Egypt in 405/404 B.C. and continued for six years up to 399 

B.C.  

In the most recent study concerning the rule of Amyrtaeus, we read that 

“Archama returned to Egypt at the beginning of 406 B.C.E…one year later 

Amyrtaeus, the ex chief of the rebels, ascended the throne of Egypt, inaugurating 

the Twenty-eight Dynasty, of which he is the sole representative.  His reign lasted 

until the year 399 B.C.E., a period of six years.   Originally restricted to the Delta, 

it was subsequently extended to the southern borders of country.  We possess a 

contract, drawn in Elephantine in the fifth year of the reign of king Amyrtaeus, 

June 400, B.C.E. (AP, No. 35; Porten-Yardeni, Text book (TAD) 2, B4.6), thus 

confirming in this extension” (See Mélèze Modrzejejewski, JE, p. 43). 

However, “we have no historical evidence that Arsham (Archama) returned 

to Egypt after he left it in 411/410 B.C., and until 411/ 410 B.C., he had no 

information about the destruction of the Jewish temple.  It seems that the 

revolution by the Egyptian continued until they became independent and a new 

dynasty ruled Egypt headed by Amyrtaeus in 405/ 404 B.C.” (See Ayad, JAC, p. 

99).  But the most important contribution of this study is that BM 9, 10, 11 and 12 

were not written from the time of Artaxerxes II as Kraeling, Ginsberg, Porten, 

Grelot, and others have suggested, but were written during the reign of Artaxerxes 

I, because in 420 B.C. the name of Ananiah son of Azariah, his wife Tamut, and 

their son Palti were not mentioned in the contract of the marriage of their daughter 
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Yehoyishma (BM 7).  We can deduce from this that Ananiah, Tamut, and Palti had 

died before this marriage.  Thus, contracts BM 9, 10, 11, 12 were written during 

the rule of Artaxerxes I between 465-462/461 B.C. and not from 405/404-402/401 

B.C. as suggested by Kraeling and the others.  

 

D. The Death (?) of King Amyrtaeus and the Accession of King 
Nepherites I. 

Within the collection of Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, Kraeling 

published the letter of Shewa son of Zekariah to his lord Yislah (BM 13, pp. 283-

285).  We know from this letter that Nepherites became the king of Egypt.  

According to the classical historians, this king ruled Egypt from 399 B.C. to 393 

B.C. and was the founder of the 29th Egyptian Dynasty. 

This king came after Amyrtaeus, the founder of the 28th Egyptian Dynasty.  

We understand from all of this that the Jewish community remained in 

Elephantine, under Egyptian rule, up to the Twenty-ninth Egyptian Dynasty.  Until 

now, we have not discovered any Aramaic papyri in Egypt bearing the name of any 

of the kings of the 30th Dynasty.  Nor have we found any Aramaic papyri referring 

to the Persian kings who ruled Egypt during the second period of the Persian 

Empire from 341-333 B.C. that indicated the dispersion of the Jewish-Aramean 

community from Elephantine and Aswan. (JAC, p. 109). 

From the Hellenistic period, some Aramaic papyri have been discovered that 

tell of the existence of the Aramaeans in Egypt throughout this period, but after 

this period, the members of the Jewish Aramaean community disappeared 

completely from Elephantine and Aswan.  If the ancient Egyptians accepted 

Amyrtaeus as a ruler when he first seized power at Sais that means Amyrtaeus was 

just a governor not a pharaoh of Egypt.  But this is contradicted in document of 
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AP, No. 35 which is considered to have been written during the reign of 

Amyrtaeus, the Pharaoh of Egypt.  Here the text of this document asserts clearly, 

“on the 21st of Phamenoth, year 5 of Amyrtaeus the king,” that he was not a mere 

governor.  

 “According to recent chronology, his reign extended from December 2, 405, 

to November 11, 399.  The 21st of Pamenhotop of his fifth year thus must have 

been June 19, 400 B.C.” (BM, p. 112).  Then Kraeling attempts to link the date of 

BM, No. 12, which was written in 402 B.C., with the king mentioned in this 

document, which he mistakenly believes to be Artaxerxes the Second.  Kraeling 

writes “He therefore became ruler of all Egypt some time after December 12, 402, 

presumably in the following spring or summer, the time of the Anabasis of Cyrus.  

If one prefers Parker’s date for No. 12, the Elephantine garrison would have 

maintained its loyalty to the Persian crown until December 401 at least.” (BM, p. 

112). 
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Part Four 

 

The Problems with the Two Terms  
“Above” and “Below”  

in the Aramaic Documents 
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A. “Above” and “Below” According to the Writings of  the Scholars:  

1. Emil G. Kraeling and the two Terms “above” and “below”: 

Another theory of Emil G. Kraeling is related to the terms “above” and 

“below.”  He translates “above” as the direction north and “below” as the direction 

south. 

This author argues against Kraeling's interpretation of the two terms: 

“above” and “below,” which he repeats several times in the BM Aramaic 

documents related to the boundaries of the houses and the Jewish temple on the 

Island of Elephantine.  The following is a summary of Emil G. Kraeling’s study 

and the other scholars who followed him. The reason that Kraeling believed in this 

translation of the two terms (p. 77) “above” and “below” is laid out in his book: 

“the …point needing clarification is what is meant by ‘above’ (literally, ‘the upper 

side’) and ‘below’ (literally, ‘the lower side’) in the property descriptions.  It was 

assumed by Cowley and has been taken for granted since then that ‘above’ means 

upstream or south, and ‘below’ downstream or north. The colonists, it was thought, 

conformed to the Egyptian way of thinking, which was supposedly governed by 

the fact that the Nile flowed north. But this is not entirely convincing.  If, for 

example, the Arameans had previously been accustomed to use above for north and 

below for south, there is little likelihood that they would have changed established 

expressions to suit Egyptian ways of thinking.” (BM, p. 77). 

Then, Kraeling continues his study and gives more examples from “the 

Babylonian property descriptions.”  “There, however, the distinctions are more 

elaborate, for in the case of fields and houses the quadrangles specified have an 

upper and a lower “front” and an upper and a lower “side,” with the fronts 

designating the narrower ends.  It is then further specified in these texts in which 
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direction the fronts and sides face. The upper sides seem to be north and west and 

the lower sides south and east.” (BM, p. 77-78). 

Kraeling offers additional evidence to prove his theory from the Nuzi texts: 

“a more simple pattern prevails.  While north and south are referred to especially, 

east and west are simply given as above and below.  The Elephantine papyri are 

much like this, except that east and west are the points of compass especially 

named, with above and below are regular terms for two points of the compass, else 

how could they be used so uniformly in the descriptions of houses lying on three 

sides of the Jewish temple?” 

“One might perhaps infer from the usage at Babylon that a predilection 

existed for describing north as “above” and south as “below.”  In any case we 

believe that this is the meaning of the terms in the property descriptions and that 

such an assumption clarifies the whole situation.” (BM, p. 78). 

After a long discussion, Kraeling comes to this conclusion: that “we may 

with some degree of confidence propose a revised plan of the Jewish district, with 

‘above’ and ‘below’ taken as north and south” (BM, p. 82).  That means: from the 

point of view of Kraeling that “above” is equivalent to north, and “below” to south.  

An example of this is the house of BM, No. 3, which Bagazusht son of Bzw and 

the woman Ubil daughter of Satibar sold to Ananiah son of Azariah on September 

14, 437 B.C.  The boundaries of that house are cited as follows: above (north) it is 

the house of Satibar; below (south) it the tmy of Khnum the god, and the street of 

the king is between them, east of it the treasury of the king adjoins it; on the west 

of it is the Temple of Yahu the god, and the street of the king is between them.” 

These terms are used in BM No. 4, written by Ananiah son of Azariah; he 

gives his wife Tamut a part of a house.  The translation for the boundaries of that 

house are as follows: “above (north) it the portion which belongs to me, myself, 

Ananiah adjoins it.  Below (south) it is the Temple of Yahu the god, and the street 
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of the king is between them.  East of it is the tm’ of Khunm the god, and the street 

of the king is between them.  On the west of it the house of Satibar, the 

‘Silverman,’ adjoins it.” (BM 4: 8-11).  

In BM, No.6, the boundaries of one of the house that was giving by Anani 

(Ananiah) son of Azariah to his daughter Yehoyishma is described according to 

Kraeling as: “below (south) it…the house of Ananiah son of Azariah…[Abo]ve 

(north), it is the treasury of the king. West [of it is the house of knhnty, East of it is 

the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god]” (BM 6: 5-8).  BM, No. 9 was a 

document which was written during the first year of Artaxerxes the king, whom 

Kraeling mistakenly believed to be Artaxerxes II (404 B.C.) (which the author of 

this article considers to be Artaxerxes I and this document to have been written in 

465/464 B.C.). 

The boundaries of this house, of which a part was given to Ananiah's 

daughter Yehoyishma, are described by Kraeling as follows: “East of it is the wall 

of the hnpn’ which the Egyptians built, that is the tmw’nty.  Above (north) it the 

house of Knhnty adjoins it wall to wall.  Below (south) it is the wall of the 

staircase, and the house of Hor son of Petesi, gardener of the god Khnum, adjoins 

that staircase. West of it is the wall of the two compartments (?). (BM 9: 8-11). 

Ananiah son of Azariah during the 3rd year of Artaxerxes the king 

(Artaxerxes I, in 462 B.C.) gave his daughter Yehoyishma a house. Here are the 

boundaries of that house: east of it the king’s treasury…west of it thy gate…Above 

(north) it the house of Knhnty…Below (south) it the house of Hor b. Petesi.” (BM 

10: 3-6). 

In the 4th year of Artaxerxes the king, Anani b. Azariah sold with his wife 

Tpmt a house to Anani son of Haggai son of Meshullam.  The boundaries of this 

house are cited as follows: “east of it thy house…west of it is the Temple of 
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Yahu…above (north) it the house of Parnu b. Zili and Mardu…Below (south) it is 

the house of Pehi and Pemet…” (BM, 12: 17-20). 

2. H.L. Ginsberg and the Two Terms “above” and “below”: 

H.L. Ginsberg, in his article “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri” 

accepts Kraeling’s interpretation that “above” means the north and “below” means 

south. Ginsberg writes: “the information in question (discussed by Kraeling on pp. 

76-82) is briefly as follows.  The previously published Elephantine papyri only 

include documents referring to houses bordering the temple of Yahu on the west 

(and separated from it by a road) and “above” (no separating through fare 

specified). What bordered upon the temple of Yahu on the east and “below” could 

not be learned from these documents, and consequently there was also room for a 

false theory as to the sense of the terms “above” and “below.” 

After his discussion, Ginsberg comes to the following conclusion, 

“consequently Kraeling concludes that ‘above’(or ‘upper’) means ‘north,’ and 

‘below’ (or ‘lower’) south; tmy/’ being apparently the demotic tmy/’ ‘town.’ (That 

the tmy/’ of Khnum is simply the Egyptian quarter surrounding the temple of 

Khnum seems to be confirmed by the meaning in Brooklyn 6, 9, 10, 12 of specific 

Egyptian neighbors on the same side of the same property.” (Ginsberg, p. 154).  

Ginsberg continues his discussion concerning above and below in the following 

words, “Partly because the people who used these terms lived on an island in the 

Nile whose long axis coincides with that of the Nile, it was previously assumed 

that ‘above’ meant ‘upstream’ and therefore ‘south’ and ‘below’ meant 

‘downstream’ and therefore ‘north.’  Now that the usage is known to have been the 

contrary, we can not be so confident that we know the reason for it.” (See H.L. 

Ginsberg, “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri,” JAOS, Vol.74, No.3, July- 

September 1954, p.154.) 
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3. “Above” and “below” in Porten’s Publication: 

a. On April 10, 1959, Porten delivered the following article at the 169th 

meeting of the American Oriental Society at the University of Michigan, “The 

Structure and Orientation of the Jewish Temple at Elephantine: A Revised plan of 

the Jewish District.” Later this article was published in the Journal of the American 

Oriental Society, Volume 81, number 1, Jan.-March, 1961, p. 38-42. 

Porten, in this article, followed the shared opinion of Kraeling and Ginsberg 

that “above” means “north and “”below” means “south.”  Porten wrote: “The 

publication of the Ananiah family archive by Emil G. Kraeling in 1953 revealed 

for the first time the existence of the Jewish property both to the east of the Temple 

and above the Egyptian quarter of the god Khnum.”  

Two considerations led Kraeling to identify “above” with “north” and 

“below” with “south”: 

1) A similar phraseology in certain Babylonian property description.  

2) The fact that the Khnum Temple was located south of the district where the 

Aramaic papyri were found [Footnote 6: Two further considerations may be 

noted: 1. the term for “north” in Sanskrit derives from a word meaning “upper”. 

2. since the Jewish garrison was located at the southern end of the island and 

island surfaces generally slope down to their shores,” below” (perhaps to be 

rendered “downtown”) would usually be “south” and conversely “above” would 

be “north” (or “uptown”) (See Ginsberg, JAOS, 74,1954, p. 154).  Thus a house 

that lay above the Egyptian quarter must have been north of that neighborhood.  

On the basis of this new information and his insight therein, Kraeling presented 

a revised plan of the Jewish district (careful examination of the papyri, 

however, reveals that if ‘above’: means ‘north’ then Espemet could not be 
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south-west of Mahseiah-Mibtahiah (as pictured by Kraeling) but must lie north-

west.” (Porten, pp. 38-40) Porten’s plan in this article proves that “above” is 

equivalent to “north” and “below” is equivalent to “south.”  Porten republished 

the same plan in this article (p. 41) in his book, AFE, p. 112. 

b. In 1968, Porten published his book, AFE. In the second appendix of this 

book (pp 308-310), Porten submitted a study “The Meaning of ‘Above’ and 

‘Below.’”  In this appendix, Porten followed the opinion of Kraeling and Ginsberg 

in translating “above” as “north” and “below” as equivalent to “south.”  At the 

same time Porten rejected the opinion of B. Couroyer “which argued once more for 

the traditional explanation “above” = south” (Porten, p. 308).  Then he gave a 

summary of Couroyer's article. 

Porten wrote the following:  “In my article I offered two suggestions 

apropos of the equation above = north: (AFE, p. 310) 

1) In Sanskrit the term for “north” derives from a word meaning “upper.” 

2) Island surfaces generally slope down to their shores so that “below” 

(“downtown”) would usually be “south” and “above” (“uptown”) would 

be “north.” 

3)  “A third consideration now appears to me to be more decisive. In the 

sfire inscription (1 A: 6) we find the expression “all upper and lower 

Aram” (Kl ‘ly ’rm wthth).  “Upper” doubtless applies to “northern” Aram 

and “lower” to “southern” Aram.  Aramaic thus knew the usage of 

“above”= north and “below”= “south.” 

Porten, in footnote No. 16 in the same book, writes about “above” and 

“below” that “The recent studies of B.A. Ayad, The Topography of Elephantine 

According to the Aramaic Papyri (Publications of the Institute of Coptic Studies; 

Cairo, 1967), and B. Couroyer, “Le temple de Yahu et L'orientation dans les 

papyrus araméens d’ Éléphantine,” (RB 75 (1968), 80-85), have not led me to alter 
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my interpretation” (Porten, AFE, p.310).  That means his interpretation for “above” 

is equivalent to north and “below” is equivalent to south. (See all the previous 

discussion in: Bezalel Porten, AFE, pp.308-310. 

c. Szubin and Porten published an article  about “A Life Estate of Usufruct: 

A New Interpretation of Kraeling 6,” in the BASOR, No. 269, February, 1988, p. 

29-45.  Both of them translated the boundaries of the house of Anani son of 

Azariah, who gave it to his daughter Jehoishma (Yehoyishma), as follows: “below 

it is the house of Anani son of Azariah […]…between them; above it is the royal 

treasury; west of it the house of Shatibara adjoins it; east of it is (Erasure: the 

house of) the house of Hor, a servant of Khnum the god.”  Szubin and Porten did 

not give an interpretation for the two terms “above” and “below,” indicating 

whether “above” means north and “below” means south as Porten believed in his 

previous article. 

At the same time, we have to compare the opinion of Szubin and Porten and 

the point of view of Kraeling, the first scholar to translate BM, No. 6. 

Here the boundaries of this house according to Kraeling: [belo]w it (there is) 

my house… the house of Anani b. Azariah […and the street is between them. 

[abo]ve it is the treasury of the king.  West [of it is the house of Knhnty]. East of it 

is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god] (BM 6: 5-8). 

The author of this study has to make a certain adjustment related to the 

boundaries of BM, No. 6: that these boundaries have to fit the general plan of the 

other houses which were located on the Eastern side of the Jewish temple: [belo]w 

it (should be West) of it is my house… the house of Anani b. Azariah […and the 

str]eet is between them.  [Abo]ve it (should be east) is the treasury of the king.  

West (should be south) [of it is the house of Knhnty].  East (should be north) of it 

is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god.] 
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I noticed that the translation of Kraeling is correct when he considers, from 

the west there [is the house of Knhnty].  I believe that this “west” fits the south.  

Even Szubin and Porten consider the location from the west [of it is the house of 

Shatibara adjoins it].  This completion of Szubin and Porten never fits the plan of 

the houses located on the eastern side of the Jewish temple. (See. Szubin and 

Porten: A Life Estate of Usufruct: “A New Interpretation of Kraeling 6”, BASOR, 

February 1988, No. 269, p.31). 

d. In 1989 Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni published Textbook of Aramaic 

Documents from Ancient Egypt, part 2: Contracts.  In this book, both of them offer 

two alternatives and two plans for the Jewish houses in the district of Elephantine, 

(p.176).  

Alternative 1: 

1)  “Above ( ‘lya   ) is equivalent to north, below ( thtya  ) is equivalent to 

south.” 

2) “Way/ Town of Khnum lies to the south, just as Temple of Khnum lies to 

south of Aramean dwelling.” 

3) “Jewish Temple faces NE. (i.e. towards Jerusalem).” 

 

Alternative 2: 

1) “Above ( ‘lya ) = south, i.e. upstream;      below ( thtya) = north, i.e. 

downstream.” 

2) “Way / Town of Khnum lies to the north of Aramean dwellings.” 

3) “Jewish Temple faces SE, (i.e. towards the Nile).”  (see Porten and 

Yardeni, Textbook, 2: 176) concerning these two alternatives, Porten and 

Yardeni write the following: “in the designating north and south by 

“above” and below,” did the Aramaic-speaking peoples in Egypt accord 

to these terms the meaning they had in the expressions “upper Egypt)” 
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(A6. 4:2-3, 6.7:6) and “lower (Egypt)”(A6.4:2-3, 6.7: 6, 6.10 :4,11), i.e. 

“above” = south and “below” = north? 

In this interpretation, the most frequently employed succession of 

boundaries in the Aramaic documents (above-below-east-west) would correspond 

with that common in demotic, Greek, Coptic, and Arabic documents (S-N-E-W).  

Or did the Aramaic scribes import meanings from their homeland where “above” 

could mean north and “below” south?  Objections to the “above = south/“below” = 

north equation are not linguistic but topographical.  Two early documents in the 

Anani archive (437 and 434 B.C.E.) place the   tmy zy hnwm / tma “below”-

east the house of Anani and across a “street of the king” (B3.4: 8. 3, 5: 10-11).   In 

the later documents (404-402 B.C.E.) this tmy / tma and the intervening street 

have been replaced by a set of stairs and the Egyptian Hor and next to him the 

Egyptian brothers Pahi and Pemet (B.3.10: 10, 3.11: 6, 3.12: 20).  Whether we take 

tmy /  tma as demotic tmy, “town” (Kraeling) or t; my.t, “the way, road” 

(Couroyer), the later presence there of Egyptians suggests an Egyptian residential 

area. Since the find-spot of the papyri lay north of the great Khnum temple, it is 

reasonable that “below” meant south (Kraeling).  Following this assumption, the 

Jewish Temple would face Jerusalem.  On the other hand, if the Egyptian presence 

“below” the house of Anani is unrelated to the location of Khnum Temple 

(Couroyer) and “below” = north, then the Jewish Temple would face the Nile 

(Fig.1).” (Porten & Yardeni, TAD, p. 177).  Unfortunately, “Porten did not chose 

or prefer any one of the above two plans.”  Even in alternative 2, he accepted my 

interpretation for “above” = south and “below” = north, (See Ayad, “The history 

and Inheritance…”…BFA, Vol.60, No. 4, October 2000, p. 29). 

e. In May/June 1995 Porten published an article in the Biblical Archaeology 

Review under the title: “Did the Ark stop at Elephantine?” (pp. 55-77).  In this 

article, Porten does not discuss the boundaries of the Jewish houses surrounding 
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the Temple of the god Yahu in the Jewish district at the Island of Elephantine, but 

he offers a plan for the houses of Ananiah son of Azariah, his daughter Jehoishma 

(Yehoyishma) and his wife, Tamut. 

In the same plan, he located the treasury on the eastern side of the “way of 

the god,” and to the north of this “way of the god” he writes “shrine of the god.” 

“This way of the god,” separates the treasury and the houses of Jehoishma, Anani 

and Tamet then the king’s street, which followed by the temple (of the god Yahu).  

In the southern part of the temple and the houses of Jehoishma, Anani and Tamet 

then came the way/town of Khnum. According to this, Porten believes that 

“above” is equivalent to “north” and “below” is equivalent to “south.”   In fact, the 

town of Khnum should be located in the southern district of Elephantine and in the 

most remote southerly district of this town the Jewish temple of the god Yahu was 

built and the rest of the Jewish houses had been located.  This last opinion related 

to those who believe that above is equivalent to “south” and “below” is equivalent 

to “north.”  This is the opinion of the author of this study: (see Boulos Ayad 

Ayad). 

f. In 1996, Porten published a book: The Elephantine Papyri in English with 

others, (Leiden: E.J. Bill, 1996).  In the Aramaic documents related to houses 

which he translated into English, Porten left the two terms above and below 

without giving any interpretation for either of them. If “above” means south or 

north, and “below” means north or south, it is difficult to tell.  (See Porten, EPIE, 

Nos. 9, 10, 12, pp. 237-251.)  

In the Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptions (1995) was 

published by J. Hoftijzer and K. Jongeling with appendices by R.C. Steiner, A, 

Mosak Moshari and B. Porten, these writers, in Part two, (p.854) cited the names 

of the scholars who translated the two terms “above” and “below.” 
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4. Pierre Grelot and His Interpretation of the Terms “above” and “below” in the 

Aramaic Documents. 

Grelot, in fig 3, p. 180, of his book, Documents Araméens d’Egypte, follows 

on the western side of the Temple of the god Yahu the same layout of the houses 

which had been suggested by A. Van Hoonacker and A.E. Cowley. This 

description relied on the interpretation by A. Van Hoonacker and A.E. Cowley of 

“below” or the lower end as “north” and south as “above” or the upper end. 

On page 186, fig 4, of Grelot’s book DAE, we notice that the houses in the 

southern area of the Temple of Yahu have the same arrangement used by A. von 

Hoonacker and A.E. Cowley. All three scholars considered “below” or the “lower 

end” to mean the north and “above” or “the upper end” to mean the south.  

According to Grelot (on page 218, figure 5) these buildings existed: 

1) The temple of Yahu (in the north). 

2) The street of the king with a very big empty area. 

3) The part or portion of a house belonging to Tamut. 

4) Southeast of it is the court or porche (courtyard or porch). 

5) South of the portion of Tamut and the courtyard, or porch, the bedroom 

and room upstairs. 

6) On the eastern side of this chamber the house of Hor. 

7) South of the chamber and the house of Hor there is the King’s treasury, 

(or the King’s storehouse). 

8) On the western side of this area is the house of Satibar. 

9) South of it is the chapel of the god Khnum. 

10) On the northeast of all the area, there was the causeway of the god 

Khnum.  
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Figure 6 of Grelot’s book (p. 258) is very close to figure 5 with the 

following exceptions: 

1) That the house of Pahi and Pemet occupied the big empty area, which 

was a part of the street of the king in the previous plan. And another part of 

the king’s street came between the house of Pahi and Pemet and the grande 

salle (great room) which was considered in the previous figure to be Part of 

Tamut. 

2) On the western side of all this area the house of Farnava and Mardu 

son of Ziliya replaced the house of Shatibara of the previous plan. 

3) The salle du sud (the south hall) in fig.6 replaced the chambre (No. 

45) et pièce à l’étage (No.47) (bedroom and room upstairs) 

4) The causeway of the god Khnum appeared in fig.6 between the 

storehouse of the king, the house of Hor and large room or hall of the south. 

Grelot, in all four of his plans, figure 3 (page 180), figure 4 (page 186), 

figure 5, (page 218) and figure 6 (page 258), discusses the locations of the houses 

neighboring the Jewish temple of the god Yahu.   

From all of this we notice the following: 

1) Grelot did not cite all the houses of Azariah mentioned in the Brooklyn 

Museum Aramaic Papyri, Nos. 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 12. 

2) Grelot located a part of the house of Tamut in Fig. 5, p. 218. 

Grelot did not draw a general plan of all the Jewish houses neighboring the 

temple of the God Yahu. (Fig. 3, p.180).  Grelot located the Jewish houses to the 

west of the Jewish temple, exactly as Hoonacker, Cowley, and the author of this 

article. 

In Figure 4, p. 186 Grelot drew the Jewish houses to the south of the Temple 

of the God Yahu in the same way as Hoonacker and the others did.  Grelot did not 
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locate the site of the Knhnty.  Grelot ignored some locations of houses, which he 

did not cite in Fig. 5, p. 218 and Fig. 6, p. 258. 

·  The house of Anani son of Haggai (BM 12).   

·  The different houses of Ananiah son of Azariah and the parts of houses 

which he gave to: 

- His daughter Yehoyishma. 

- His wife,Tamut. 

- The house, or part of a house which Ananiah son of Azariah gave to 

his son in law Anani son of Haggai. 

- The locations of the houses in Grelot's figures 5 and 6 are very 

confusing when we compare them and their boundaries to those 

mentioned in the documents. 

(cf. also Grelot in DAE. p.176f.(n.e)): ‘lyh indicating the south). See the 

“Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptions by Hoftijzer and Jongeling, 

with appendices by R.C. Steiner, A Mosak Moshavi and B. Porten, part 2, M-

T.E.J. Bill, Leiden, New York, Köln, 1995, Part 2, M-T, p.854.  

 

5. The Early Semitic Philologists 

When early Semitic philologists used the two terms “above” (literally, “the 

upper side”) and “below” (literally, “the lower side”), I believe that the evidence 

given in support of the different interpretations of these has been either inadequate 

or unconvincing.  For instance, A.H. Sayce, A. Van Hoonacker and A. E. Cowley, 

have all interpreted “below” or the “lower side” as being the direction north, and 

“above” or the upper side” as being the south. “Cowley in his interpretation of 

these terms, has followed the thinking of the Egyptians in defining the south and 

the north; for, Egyptians conceive the word ‘above’ to mean against the current or 
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the south, and the word ‘below’ to mean going along with the current or the north. 

Cowley, however, has not given other evidence than this one.” (JAC, pp. 189-190). 

“Consequently, Kraeling, Ginsberg and Porten have refuted the opinions of 

the former philologists and have presented a new theory: that ‘above’ means the 

north and ‘below’ means south.” (JAC, p. 190).  

 

6. The Opinion of the Author of this Study: That “Above” Means South and 

“below” Means North. 

The theory of Kraeling, Ginsberg, and Porten can be refuted on the 

following points: 

1. “The mention of “upper and lower Egypt” has occurred in some Aramaic 

letters from the fifth country B.C., published by Driver.  Upper Egypt 

signifies the southern part of Egypt and Lower Egypt signifies the Delta or 

northern Egypt.” (JAC, p. 191). 

2. “The two terms ‘upper and lower Egypt’ are still being used in the Arabic 

language as well as in other languages; this means that the two terms are 

ancient, dating back more than two thousand years. This is proven by their 

existence in both Aramaic and Arabic.” (JAC, p. 191). 

3. “The term ‘upper Egypt’ meaning the south always comes before the term 

‘lower Egypt’ meaning the north.  This is clear in the Arabic language and in 

the Aramaic language. The Arameans have also used ‘above’ before 

‘below,’ a method followed in the Ancient Egyptian language; in fact, in 

Demotic documents of houses and lands, the south always comes before the 

north. (JAC, p. 191). 

4. All the Aramaic contracts dealing with houses, when the boundaries of a 

house are mentioned, define the house from the eastern or western side and 
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vice versa.  In fact, there was no obligation to begin with the east or west, 

However, when the boundaries of the house, from the “above” and “below” 

sides are mentioned, they always begin by “above” and mention “below” 

next. (JAC, p. 191). except in two Aramaic papyri, one related to a land, 

which is the only document until the present time which we have concerning 

land. (JAC, p. 192).   

The other document that dealt with the house of Ananiah son of Azariah, 

who gave it to his daughter Yehoyishma (BM  6), was written in 420 B.C.  We can 

notice that Kraeling has completed this document, which has a lot of damage.  

There is a great probability that this completion is not precise and the term “above” 

could well replace “below”, and the term “below” could replace the term “above.” 

(JAC, p. 192-193). 

 “This is the same disposition followed by the Arameans in all house 

documents, always beginning with the term ‘above’ before ‘below’.  Thus, we 

could infer that the Aramaic term ‘above’ corresponds to ‘south’ in its Egyptian 

sense, and ‘below’ corresponds to ‘north’.  Thus the term ‘above’ denotes the south 

and ‘below’ the ‘north’.” (JAC, p. 193).  

We gather from this that the Aramaeans in Egypt followed Egyptian 

tradition, not only in their everyday life affairs, but also in defining the boundaries 

of their houses.  In fact, it is absurd to think that the Aramaeans reversed the 

Egyptian term north into south or vice versa.  Sound logic leads us to believe that 

the Aramaeans followed the same common and familiar Egyptian tradition in this 

field (JAC, p. 193). 

 “Of course, this is not the same conclusion mentioned by Kraeling, who 

believes that: “if for example, the Arameans had previously been accustomed to 

use ‘above’ for north and ‘below’ for south, there is little likelihood that they 
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would have changed established expressions to suit Egyptian ways of thinking.” 

(JAC, p.193). “The Babylonian usage of the term ‘above’ for the north and ‘below’ 

for the south, reveals that the Aramaeans had been influenced by the traditions of 

every country where they lived.  In fact, when they settled in Mesopotamia, the 

south for them was ‘below’ and the north was ‘above’.  This is quite natural, for 

the upper part in Mesopotamia and Syria is the north where as the lower is the 

south.  This is contrary to the geography of Egypt, for the upper in Egypt is the 

south and the lower is the north.” (JAC, p. 193-194). 

B.  Above and Below and the Early Excavations of the German and 
French: 

Kraeling’s interpretation of the location of the houses described in the 

Aramaic documents are inconsistent with the locations where the Aramaean 

antiquities have been found.  Indeed, it is somewhat difficult to accept Kraeling’s 

opinion that if some Aramaic papyri and monuments were found in a certain area 

or a house, this would signify that such an area or house lay to the east or north of 

the house of so and so.  It is quite impossible for the houses mentioned in the 

papyri where Kraeling suggests based on the excavations that have been carried 

out in what is believed to have been the Aramaean district. (JAC, p. 194). 

This difficulty could be attributed to the fact that their ancient remains 

belong to different epochs and have been built at different levels in this area.  

Furthermore, in the beginning, discoverers were only interested in excavating for 

the Aramaic papyri, without paying any attention during their excavation to the 

area itself.  Hence, there is great difficulty in comparing Aramaeans’ houses found 

in Elephantine with those houses described in the Aramaic papyri.  Consequently, 

it is also quite difficult to define the terms “above” and “below” from the 

Aramaeans’ district of Elephantine, as Kraeling has done. (JAC, p.194). 
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Porten writes the following concerning the excavation conducted by the 

German and French excavations: that the main goal of both of them “was the 

search for papyri.  Still, the German excavators explored the buildings that had 

been uncovered and drew up a few plans.  It was not possible to establish a clear 

stratigraphy of the site for two reasons: 

1) The German excavations could not distinguish any differences in the method 

of construction of the private dwellings from earliest times down through the 

Arabic period; 

2) Successive builders had never bothered to clear away the debris or level off 

the construction work of their predecessors. They simply built on top of it. 

(See Plate 76). In one spot from such superimposed structures were 

ascertained.” (Porten, AFE, pp. 95-97). 

Porten supports the previous study when he writes, “unfortunately, the two 

houses in which most of the Aramaic papyri were discovered, houses m and n, 

were so badly destroyed that it was impossible to draw up a plan of their 

structure.” (AFE, p. 102).  

C. The Result of The Early Excavations: 

Kraeling writes the following about the result of such excavations: “It was at 

d of the plan (BM, p. 73, fig. 4) that an important find of Greek papyri was made.  

They were discovered in a jar rather deep under the floor of late Coptic buildings, 

which had mutilated the plan of the older house.” (BM, p. 66).   

Kraeling continues his writing: “A particular interest attaches to the row of 

houses that lay along the ‘temple street’ adjacent to the Temple of Khnum.  The 

house marked K in the plan contained a Greek graffito of the late Roman times, 

‘Homage of the foreigners.’  It suggests that this house was a headquarters for 
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strangers (foreign mercenaries?), some of whom expressed by this graffito their 

veneration for the God of the neighboring temple.” (BM, p. 67). 

“In digging down to lower levels at this point, the excavators found three 

rooms, the easternmost of which extended into the French concession.  The first, or 

westernmost, was of particular importance, for at its east wall they struck a heap of 

papyri, once composed of a large number of rolls, so rotted by dampness that they 

disintegrated when touched.  The few fragments saved showed that they were 

Aramaic.  The excavators had thus struck the Aramaean stratum, as was 

interestingly demonstrated when the remainder of the house was cleared.  The 

neighboring room contained a great quantity of large earthenware jars, and a few 

similar ones were also found in the adjacent, easternmost room.  These jars were 

broken but several could be assembled almost completely from fragments.  They 

were storage jars of two types, which bore inscriptions mostly in Aramaic but also 

in Phoenician.  Jars of similar types have been found in Thebes, in graves of the 

21st to 26th Dynasties, and are also represented in a stela of about the same time in 

the Vatican, which bears a brief Aramaic inscription.” (BM, p. 67). 

Kraeling continues his discussion, which related to the discovery of the 

Aramaic papyri, “The other Aramaean quarter excavated by the Germans lay 

several blocks of houses to the north of this district.  This was the area in which 

most of the Aramaic papyri from Elephantine so far published were discovered.  

Those acquired by Sir Robert Mond and Lady Cecil are said to have been found on 

the west and immediately in front of the building marked m1, on the plan.  The 

houses m and n produced the finds that were published by Sachau.  Both houses 

lay close to the western rim of Kom in the immediate vicinity of the area where the 

Sebakh diggers were operating.  Traces of fresh digging were discernible 

everywhere and were even met with in house m, the walls of which had been so 

badly destroyed that no plan could be made of it.” (BM, p. 68). 
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“The Germans found their first papyri on the declivity of the Kom of wall 

m1, the larger quantity, however, at the wall m2 and at the late wall m3.  The 

papyri were not stored in jars nor were there any indications that they had ever 

been.  They lay hardly half a meter under the surface in the loose rubble.  The 

walls of house n also had caved in and no plan could be established.  The finds of 

papyri were not nearly as numerous here as at m.”   

In addition to papyri (and some ostraca) the Aramaean houses also produced 

terra cottas and carved wooden figures.  A small dig, carried on in the extreme 

south on the Kom, brought to light twenty-five demotic papyri.   

The Frenchman Clermot-Ganneau described his “main theater of his 

explorations, the Aramaean quarter on the Kom,” as follows: “Our removal of the 

Aramaean quarter has at least had the result of bringing to light a network of streets 

and alleys clearly enough characterized.” (BM, p. 68).   

“This rather general statement in his posthumously published letters 

unfortunately does not help us to locate the area dug over by him.  No plan of the 

dig seems to have been made.” (BM, p. 68).   

“The most important find was a large number of Aramaic ostraca.…Then, I 

there again recovered some Aramaean ostraca, perhaps as many as last year.” (BM, 

pp. 68-69).   

“In the year 1918, Fathers of the Pontifical Biblical Institute of Rome carried 

on a dig at Elephantine.…Only a brief report to the director general of Antiquities 

at Cairo was published.” (BM, p. 69).  Fathers of the Pontifical Biblical Institute of 

Rome, “turn to the section formerly conceded to the Germans.” (BM, p. 69).  After 

they cleaned the site, they discovered “some objects or ancient fragments that had 

perhaps escaped the eye of previous explorers….One of the most interesting finds 

was a metallurgical workshop of the late Egyptian period.  The report also 
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mentions papyrus fragments, but it is not clear that they were Aramaic.” (BM, p. 

70).   

According to early excavators, the French, the Germans, and the members of 

the Biblical Institute of Rome did not discover the Jewish Temple of the 

community on the Island of Elephantine.  “Rubensohn of the German expedition 

came to the conclusion that the street marked p on his plan was the “street of the 

king,” to the east of which the Temple of Yahu must then have lain, but he added, 

“Any prospect of recovering the Yahu temple in this area is hopeless, for 

rebuilding and destruction have, since antiquity, been carried on here in a more 

radical manner than in the other quarters of the city.  All our efforts at locating the 

temple, notably our deep excavations east of the said street, remained 

unsuccessful.” (BM, p. 72).   

In addition to all of this, we can summarize all the studies in the following, 

“there are only two plans for this area: one drawn by the Germans and the other 

drawn by the fathers of the Pontifical Biblical Institute of Rome.  The rest of the 

expeditions and particularly the French have not drawn plans for the area where 

they have carried out their excavations.  As to the remaining parts of this area, they 

have not been fully excavated; particularly the part which archaeologists 

considered to be the place where the Aramaeans had settled.…Moreover, the 

Temple of Yahu, mentioned in Aramaic papyri for defining the directions of some 

houses, has not been discovered.  Hence, it is quite reasonable to depend on an area 

which has not yet been fully excavated for defining the north and the south.  

However, it may be safely said that we will chose the right way if we depend 

solely on the Aramaic papyri and its contents concerning the boundaries of houses, 

until we reach to a final solution for the building or rebuilding the Jewish Temple.” 

(see, W. Kaiser, EAT, pp. 5-73; and Cf., C. von Pilgrim, “Textzeugnis und 

archäologischer Befund: Zun Topographie Elephantines in der 27, Dynastie,” 
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BZKA, pp. 486-497; C. von Pilgrim, “Das Aramäische Quartier im Stadtgebiet der 

27, Dynastie,” STE, pp. 192-197; C.von Pilgrim, “Der Tempel des Jahwe,” STE, 

pp. 142-145; C. von Pilgrim, “Tempel des Jahu und ‘Strasse des Koenigs’ – ein 

Konflikt in der späten Perserzeit auf Elephantine,” in Egypt, TWW, pp. 103-117). 

Moreover, any comparison between the Demotic papyri which always begin 

with the south before the north, with the Aramaic papyri which always begin with 

“above” before “below” leads us to believe that “above” coincides with the south 

and “below” coincides with the north.  Thus, it is clear that the Aramaeans have 

followed the Egyptian way of thinking, not the Babylonian one.  Then we can also 

conclude that “above” is the south and “below” is the north. (JAC, pp. 195-196). 

D. The Jewish district of Elephantine: 

It is impossible to believe that only 21 Jewish houses surrounding the Jewish 

temple of the god Yahu on the Island of Elephantine were the only houses owned 

by the Jewish community living on this island.  Undoubtedly the Jewish garrison 

was bigger than this, probably the number of the Jewish soldiers reaching some 

hundreds or even thousands of men.  If we add to these hundreds of men their 

wives, and children, their number could reach some thousands, many of them 

living on the Island of Elephantine and others living in Aswan.  The Aramaic 

papyri supply us with important information about the Jewish community in 

Elephantine and Aswan, especially the Aramaic lists of the Jewish names. 

The Aramaic lists of the Jewish names published by A.E. Cowley, Porten, 

Grelot and others, give us an idea about the population of the Jewish people in 

Elephantine and Aswan.  AP, No. 12 includes about 10 men; AP, No. 19 includes 

about 10 men; AP, No. 22 includes 135, most of whom were men and some were 

women; AP, No. 23 includes 15 names; AP, No. 33 includes 5 names; AP, No. 34 

includes 10 women and 9 men (The 10 women with the names of their fathers and 
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also the 9 men with the names of their fathers); AP, No. 39 includes 8 names; AP, 

No. 40 includes about 5 names; AP, No. 52 includes 13 names (the sons and their 

fathers). 

From papyri AP, Nos. 62 through No. 82 Cowley published the texts which 

include Jewish names in addition to the other names related to other nationalities.  

If we add these names to the Jewish names of the owners of the contracts, the 

scribes of the contracts, and the witnesses within each contract, we have many 

names of the members of the Jewish community and the Jewish garrison of 

Elephantine and Aswan. 

From all these papyri, we can deduce that the Jewish community in the area 

of Aswan and Elephantine was very large and included probably some hundreds, 

living in many houses on the island and on Aswan.  The question is: where were 

these hundreds of houses? It seems that most of these Jewish houses, which were 

on the Island of Elephantine, were in a separate district than that of the ancient 

Egyptian town of Khnum. 

At the same time many of these houses surrounded the Jewish temple.  It 

would have been very difficult for the Jewish people to have resided in the town of 

Khnum.  The town of Khnum was dedicated to the priests of the god Khnum, their 

families and other Egyptian families, in addition to the officials of the Egyptian 

temple of Khnum.  Outside the temple of Khnum, according to the traditions of the 

ancient Egyptians, there were some cultivated fields with an area for raising the 

rams which were symbols of the god Khnum, and many other animals used as 

sacrifices on the altar of the temple of Khnum. 

No doubt the Jewish district with its hundreds of houses was located at the 

remote southern side of the town of Khnum, and not on the western side of this 

town.  Unfortunately the Jewish Temple of the god Yahu was destroyed in 411/410 

B.C. during the rule of Darius II, and never rebuilt because of the Egyptian 
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revolution and for other reasons.  Until today, no one knows the exact location of 

the temple; the excavators did not discover any parts or remains of it. 

The early excavators, including the French, the Germans, and the members 

of the Biblical Institute of Rome dug some areas on the Island of Elephantine.  

These excavators discovered papyri, ostraca, other objects and a few houses. They 

believed that because these papyri and the other objects were discovered within 

these houses that meant some of these houses were related to both the Jewish 

community and the Jewish district on the Island of Elephantine.  But we notice that 

within the same area the excavators believed that it related to the location of the 

Jewish temple and the houses of the Jewish community. Unfortunately the 

excavators did not leave any except “two plans in existence for this area: one 

drawn by the German excavations, (see, Honorth, Rubenson, and Zucker, “Bericht 

über die Ausgrabungen auf Elephantine in den Jahren 1906-1908, ZASA, 46, 

1909-10, 14, p. l3) and the others by the Fathers of the Pontifical Biblical Institute 

in Rome. (see, Strazzulli, Bovier-Lapierre, and Ronzevall, “Rapport sur les fouilles 

à ´Éléphantine de l’Institut Biblique Pontifical en 1918,” ASAE, 18, 1919, p. 1-5).  

The other excavations, particularly the French, did not draw plans of their 

excavations. (see, Kraeling, BM, p. 76).  All the early excavators, however, failed 

to locate the Temple of the God Yahweh at the Island of Elephantine on their 

plans. (see, Idem, “New Light on the Elephantine colony,” in Wright and Freedom, 

Eds., BAR, 1961, p. 134-35).  The rest of this area has still not been fully 

excavated, especially the portions thought by archeologists to be the settlement of 

the Jewish-Aramaean community.  

Because the Jewish temple of the god Yahweh has not been discovered and 

the area has not been fully excavated, we must look for other documentation for 

information about the temple and the houses bordering it.  One such source is the 
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Aramaic papyri.  We can describe the area based on the description in the papyri 

beginning with the houses next to the temple.  

Most of the Aramaic papyri were discovered in houses m and n, and  most 

likely these houses were dedicated to keep the archives of the Jewish people who 

were living on the Island of Elephantine, or they were probably moved from the 

Jewish district of Elephantine which was south of the town of Khnum to the houses 

(m and n) in the town of Khnum itself.  

It is very difficult to give a final opinion because in the area which was 

previously excavated, the houses and the other buildings were mingling and the 

different levels of houses became mixed with each other.  The people who 

occupied this area did not clean the ground from the previous debris of the houses 

but used the old debris as foundations for their new houses.  

The Aramaic papyri and the Aramaic documents are the best sources for us 

to draw a plan of the area which was occupied by the Jewish temple and the Jewish 

houses that surrounded it.  In the light of such conclusions we can draw a plan for 

the Elephantine houses according to the Aramaic documents, beginning with the 

houses which were neighboring this temple. 

E.  A Revised Plan for the Jewish Houses of Elephantine: 

1. The Western Side: 

a.  According to Cowley and Ayad:  

The document written by Mahseiah son of Yedoniah to his daughter 

Mibtahiah in 460 B.C. dealt with a house and plot of land, and its boundaries come 

as follows: “The upper end of it (south of it): the house of Dargman son of Harshin 

adjoins it.  The lower end of it (north of it): the house of Qoniya son of Zadok.  

East of it: the house of Jezaniah son of Uriah and the house of Zechariah son of 

Nathan.  West of it: the house of Espemet son of Peft ‘onith.” (AP, No. 8: 5-7).  
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In 416 B.C., Yedoniah son of Hoshaiah son of Uriah said to Yedoniah son of 

Nathan and Mahseiah son of Nathan, his brother, as follows: “I withdraw (my 

claim) against you on the house of Yezaniah son of Uriah.  These are its 

boundaries: at the upper end (south of it) the house of Hosea son of Uriah adjoins 

it; at the lower (north) end of it, the house of Hazul son of Zachariah adjoins 

it;…on the east of it, is the temple of the God Ya’u, and the highway of the king 

between them; on the west of it, the house of Mibtahiah daughter of 

Mahseiah…adjoins it.” (AP, No. 25: 4-8). 

b. According to Porten:  

In 459 B.C., Mahseiah son of Jedaniah gave his daughter, Mibtahiah, a 

house, land of his.  Its boundaries: above (north) it, the house of Dargamana son of 

Khvarshaina adjoins; below (south) it is the house of Konaiah son of Zadak, east of 

it is the house of Jezan son of Uriah your husband and the house of Zechariah son 

of Nathan; west of it is the house of Espemet son of Peftuauneit, a boatman of the 

rough waters.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 164-165; B25; TAD, B2.3, Cowley 8 (Sayce-

Cowley D)]. 

In December 416 B.C.E., Jedaniah son of Hoshaiah son of Uriah said to 

Jedaniah son of Nathan and Mahseiah, son of Nathan, that he withdrew from the 

house of Jezaniah son of Uriah.  Its boundaries: above (north) the house of Hosea 

son of Uriah adjoins it; below (south) it the house of Hazzul son of Zachariah 

adjoins it; east of it is the Temple of YHW the God and the road of the king is 

between them; west of it is the house of Mibtahiah daughter of Mahseiah adjoins 

it.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 195-196; B32; TAD B2.10, Cowley 25 (Sayce-Crowley J)]. 

2. The Southern Side: 

a. According to Cowley and Ayad:  
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In one of the documents written in 447 B.C., the house of Meshullam son of 

Zaccur son of Atar which was bought by Mehseiah son of Yedoniah who gave it to 

his daughter has been described as follows (AP, No. 13: 13-15).  At the upper end 

(south of it): the house of Yeosh son of Penuliah: at the lower end (north of it): is 

the Temple of the god Yahu.   On the east of it is the house of Gadol son of Oshea‘ 

and a street between them.  On the west of it is the land of Marduk son of Palto, 

priest of the gods Khnum and Sati. 

b. According to Porten:  

In 446 B.C., Mahseiah son of Jedaniah gave to his daughter Miptahiah the 

house which Meshullam son of Zaccur son of Atar, gave him for its value.  These 

are the boundaries of that house, “above (north) it is the house of Jaush son of 

Penuliah; below (south) it is the Temple of YHH (the) God; east of it is the house 

of Gaddul son of Osea and the street is between them; west of it is the house of 

Harwodj, son of Paltu.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 184-186, B29; TAD, B2.7, Cowley 13 

(Sayce-Cowley E)]. 

3. The Eastern Side: 

a. Kraeling and his plans:  

All of the boundaries of his plans for the Jewish houses and the temple of the 

God Yahu agree with the interpretation of above meaning north and below 

meaning south.  Compare his study with his plan for these houses in the following 

pages in this book.   

On September 14, 437 B.C., Bagazusht and his wife Ubil have sold a house 

to Ananiah son of Azariah.  This house was owned first by ’pwly son of Misdai.  

Here “are the boundaries of that house: above (north) it is the house of Satibar; 

below (south) it is the tmy of Khnum the god, and the street of the king is between 

them; east of it the treasury of the king adjoins it; on the west of it is the Temple of 
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Yahu the god, and the street of the king is between them.” (Kraeling, BM 3: 7-10).   

On October 30, 434 B.C., Ananiah son of Azariah “gives his wife Tamut 

half of the house (apparently keeping in his own name the adjacent half),…these 

are the boundaries of that house which I have given to thee.  Above (north) it the 

protion which belongs to me, myself, Ananiah, adjoins it.  below (south) it is the 

Temple of Yahu the god, and the street of the king is between them.  East of it is 

the tm’ of Khnum the god, and the street of the king is between them.  On the west 

of it the house of Satibar, the ‘silverman,’ which adjoins it.” (Kraeling, BM 4: 8-

11, pp. 167-169). 

Papyrus 6 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri “probably to be dated 

July 11, 420 B.C. … Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah, gives to Yehoyishma, his 

daughter, (part of?) a house adjoining that in which he himself is living…the 

boundaries of this house are: [belo]w (south) it (there is) my house…the house of 

Anani son of Azariah […and the str]eet is between them.  [Abo]ve (north) it is the 

treasury of the king.  West [of it is the house of Knhnty].  East of it is the house of 

Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god.]  [None but?] thee, Yehoyishma, my daughter, 

shall have power over [this] house.”  (BM 6: 5-9, pp. 191-193).   

Kraeling believes that the document of BM No. 9 was written during the rule 

of Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.C.).  “The date of this papyri must therefore be 

November 26, 404 B.C.  In this document Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah gives 

Yehoyishma, his daughter, a part of a house he had originally bought and paid 

for…these are the boundaries of this house.  East of it is the wall of the hnpn’ 

which the Egyptians built, that is the tmw’nty.  Above (north) it, the house of 

Knhnty adjoins wall to wall.  Below (south) it is the wall of the staircase, and the 

house of Hor son of Petesi, gardener of the god Khnum, adjoins that staircase.  

West of it is the wall of the two compartments (?). (BM 9: 8-11, pp. 235-237). 

The date of BM No. 10 is March 9/10, 402 B.C. or is March 28, 401 B.C. 
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(BM, p. 247).  Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah gives his daughter Yahoyishma a 

house.  Its boundaries according to this document: east of it the king’s treasury 

adjoins wall to wall (up to?) the hnpn’ which the Egyptians built.  West of it is thy 

gate to go forth, and the street of the king between them.  Above (north) of it, the 

house of Knhnty adjoins it wall to wall, and the wall of his house adjoins it wall to 

wall, that is the two compartments (?) of mine.  Below (south) of it, the house of 

Hor son of Petesi, the gardener of Khnum the god, adjoins it wall to wall…I Anani 

son of Azariah, gave it to thee as a remainder portion (?) which is not written in the 

document of thy marriage with Anani (Ananiah) son of Haggai son of Meshullan 

son of Bess. (BM 10: 3-8). 

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri No. 12 was written on December 12, 402 

B.C. or 401 B.C. by Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah and Tamut (Tpmt) his wife, 

who sold to their son-in-law, Anani (Ananiah) son of Haggai, “the house that they 

had bought from Bagazusht, son of Plyn, in No. 3, dated September 15, 437 B.C.  

Before Bagazusht had owned the house it had belonged to Yanbuli (called ’pwly in 

3: 4), son of Misdai.” (BM 12, p. 268).  The boundaries of this house: east of it thy 

house, O Anani son of Haggi, which we gave to Yehoyishma our daughter as 

remainder portion (?) on the document of her marriage, adjoins it wall to wall.  On 

the west of it is the Temple of Yahu and the street of the king is between them.  

Above (north) it is the house of Parnu son of Zili and Mardu, his brother, adjoins it 

wall to wall.  Below (south) it is the house of Pehi and Pemet, his brother, boatmen 

of the waters, sons of Tawi, and the street of the king is between them.” (BM, 12: 

17-21). 

b. Porten and his plans:  

The boundaries of all the houses of the Jewish people and the temple of the 

God Yahu in Porten’s plans depend mainly on his translation for the two terms, 
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above as equivalent to the north and below as equivalent to the south.  The reader 

will notice that Porten has followed the theory mentioned above when he drew up 

such plans. 

In September 14, 437 B.C., Bagazushta son of Bazu and Wybl daughter of 

Shatibara sold the house of ’pwly son of Misdaya which is in Elephantine the 

fortress, to Ananiah son of Azariah,… “And behold these are the boundaries of that 

house which we sold you: above (north), it is the house of Shatibara; below (south) 

it is the way/town of Khnum. (see EPIE, note 17, p. 213, in this note Porten writes 

“The phrase   tmy zy hnwm / tma (TAD B3.5: 10 [B38]), and its relationship 

to   tmwanty  , “way of the god” (TAD B3.10: 9 [B43]), has been much 

discussed and the options are left open here for both explanations; see AFE, 309; 

TAD B, p. 177).”  The god and the street of the king is between them; east of it the 

treasury of the king adjoins it; to the west of it is the Temple of YHW the God and 

the street of the king is between them. (See, Porten, B37; TAD B3.4, Kraeling 3: 7-

10).  

On October 30, 434 B.C., Ananiah son of Azariah gave his wife Tamet half 

of the large room, and its chamber, of the house which Ananiah son of Azariah 

bought from ’wbyl daughter of Shatibara and from Bagazushta.  And…these are 

the boundaries of that house which he gave to his wife “above (north) it the portion 

of mine, I, Ananiah, adjoins, it; below (south) it is the Temple of YHW the God 

and the street of the king is between them; east of it is the way/town of Khnum the 

god and the street of the king is between them; west of it the house of Shatibara, a 

Caspian, adjoins it.” (see EPIE, B38; TAD B3.5; Kraeling 4: 8-10). 

On July 11, 420 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gave his daughter Jehoishma a 

house (apartment).  “These are the boun[da]ries of [th]at house: below (south) i[t] 

is the house of Anani son of Azariah […]… between them; a[bo]ve (north) it is the 

treasure of the king; west [of it the house of Shatibara adjoins i]t; east of it is 
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(ERASURE: the house of) the house of Hor, a servant of Kh[num] the god. (see, 

Kraeling B40; TAD B3.7; Kraeling 6: 5-8). 

On November 25, 404 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gave his daughter 

Jehoishma a part of his house which he bought for money.  Here are the boundaries 

of this house: “east of it is the protecting wall which the Egyptians built, that is the 

way of the god; above (north) it the house of the shrine of the god adjoins it wall to 

wall; below (south) it is the wall of the stairway and the house of Hor son of 

Peteese, a gardener of Khnum the god, adjoins that stairway; west of it is the wall 

of the large room.” (see, EPIE, B43; B3.10; Kraeling 9: 8-11).   

On March 9, 402 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gave his daughter Jehoishma a 

house (apartment).  “And these are its boundaries: east of it the treasury of the king 

adjoins wall to wall the protecting (wall) which the Egyptians built; west of it the 

gate of yours (through which) to go out and the street of the king is (in) between; 

above (north) it the house of the shrine of the god adjoins it wall to wall and the 

wall of its house adjoins it, that is the large room of mine, wall to wall; below 

(south) it the house of Hor son of Peteese, a gardener of Khnum the god, adjoins it 

wall to wall.” (see, EPIE, B44; TAD B3.11; Kraeling 10: 3-6). 

On December 13, 402 B.C., Anani son of Azariah and his wife Tapemet said 

to Anani son of Haggai son of Meshullam son of Busasa an Aramean [of] 

Elephantine the fortress the following, “we sold and gave you our house which we 

bought for silver from Bagazushta son of Friyana/Palliya the Caspian, … this is its 

boundaries, (those of) the house which we sold and gave you; (ERASURE: from 

east) of it your house, you, Anani son of Haggai, which we gave to Jehoishma our 

daughter (as) an after gift on her document of wifehood, adjoins wall to wall; west 

of it is the Temple of YHW and the street of the king is between them; above 

(north) it the house of Pamu/Pharnahva son of Ziliya and Mardava his brother 

adjoins it wall to wall; below (south) it is the house of Pahe/Pakhoi and Parmet his 
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brother, boatment of the (rough) waters, sons of Tawe, and the street of the king is 

between them.” (see, EPIE, B45; TAD B3.12; Kraeling 12: 17-21).  

One can notice that the recent study Porten published in 1995 (see, Porten, 

“Did the Ark Stop at Elephantine?” BAR, Vol. 21, No. 3, May/June 1995, pp. 67-

77) includes the Jewish houses of Elephantine and the rebuilding of the Jewish 

Temple.  He presents the date of each document related to these houses but without 

mentioning the physical boundaries of any of them, which causes confusion.   

The reason for this: B. Porten believes that the houses bought by Ananiah 

son of Azariah from Bagazusht and Ubil in 437 B.C. (BM 3) were later given by 

him, in part or for use, to his wife Tamut (Tamet) in 434 B.C. (BM 4), then to his 

daughter in 420 B.C. (BM 6), and at last to his son-in-law Ananiah son of Haggai 

(BM 12).  After repairing his house, Ananiah son of Azariah gave Tamut a room in 

it in 434 B.C. (BM 4).  On July 11, 420 B.C. Ananiah gave his daughter (and 

presumably her husband) the right to use one of the rooms in the house (BM 6).  

On November 25, 404 (BM 9) Ananiah gave a title to a property that was to take 

effect immediately upon his death.  On March 9, 402 B.C. (BM 10), Ananiah gave 

his daughter “the full rights to the room to which he had previously given her only 

the right to use.”  Finally, on December 13, 402 B.C. (BM 12) both Ananiah and 

his wife Tamut sold the house to their son-in-law.   

It is difficult to trace the history of these houses without following their 

physical boundaries.  In his article, Porten accepts that BM 3 and BM 4 refer to 

one house, and that is correct according to the boundaries of both documents.  But 

the house of BM 3 and BM 4 was never given to Yehoyishma (BM 6), as Porten 

believes, because BM 6 has boundaries different than those of BM 3 and BM 4.  

Then, according to Porten, the same house finally was given by Ananiah son of 

Azariah to his son-in-law Ananiah son of Haggai (BM 12).  The boundaries of the 

house of BM 12 do not agree with the boundaries of BM 3, BM 4, or BM 6.  



 89 

Ananiah son of Azariah gave to his daughter a title to a property BM 9 that agreed 

with papyrus BM 10 in which Ananiah gave his daughter the full rights to one of 

the rooms.  According to BM 9 and BM 10, the boundaries of both houses agree 

with each other, but Porten contends, “at last on December 12, 402 B.C. (BM 12) 

both Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tamut sold to their son-in-law the 

house.”  Again, the boundaries of BM 9 and BM 10 do not agree with BM 12.  

(see, B. Ayad, “The History and Inheritance of the Houses of Elephantine Located 

the Eastern Side of the Jewish Temple and the King’s Street: Revisions of Previous 

Plans,” BFA, Vol. 60, No. 4, Oct. 2000, pp. 7-9). 

c. Ayad and the history of the houses of Ananiah son of Azariah: 

We can follow the transactions of the houses of Ananiah son of Azariah 

chronologically according to the Aramaic documents of Brooklyn Museum.   

Ananiah son of Azariah was living in the house cited in BM, No. 9 dated in 

465 B.C. during which time he gave his daughter Yehoyishma this house or part of 

it to be inherited by her after his death.  Then, Ananiah son of Azariah in 462 B.C. 

(BM 10) gave to his daughter Yehoyishma the same part of a house of (BM 9), 

with the exception of a few changes.   

Both Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tamut sold a part of their house 

in 461 B.C. (BM 12) to their son-in-law Ananiah (Anani) son of Haggai son of 

Bss.  This part was purchased from Bagazusht son of Plyn.  No date for such 

transaction was given.   

After 24 years, Ananiah son of Azariah in 437 B.C. (BM 3) bought another 

part of a house from Bagazusht son of BZW and the woman Ubil daughter of 

Satibar.   

In Brooklyn Museum No. 4, which was written in 434 B.C., Ananiah son of 

Azariah gave his wife Tamut a part of his house.   

In the last document, which was written in 420 B.C. (BM 6) by Ananiah son 
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of Azariah, he gave his daughter Yehoyishma part of a house next to his own 

house.  “These plans indicate that even though there are a few small differences in 

the descriptions, the part of the house mentioned in BM, Nos. 6, 9, and 10 belongs 

to the same house.” 

The two houses mentioned in BM, Nos. 3 and 12 are connected with 

Bagazusht.  Ananiah and Tamut bought the first house (mentioned in BM, No. 12) 

from Bagazusht and sold it to Anani son of Haggai, their son-in-law.  The other 

house was bought in 437 B.C. (BM  3), and a part of this house was given to 

Tamut in 434 B.C. (BM 4). (see, B.A. Ayad, “From the Archive of Ananiah Son of 

Azariah: A Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, Vol. 56, No. 1, (Jan. 1997), p. 48). 

d. Ayad and his description for the houses of Ananiah son of Azariah: 

The houses of Ananiah son of Azariah were in one area and surrounded by a 

wall.  Outside this wall, there were other houses neighboring the houses in such an 

area.  The following description gives a good information about the house of 

Ananiah: “On the western side of the house of Ananiah were the King’s Street and 

Yahu Temple; on the eastern side, the King’s Treasury; on the southern side was 

Satibar’s house; and on the northern side were King’s Street and Khnum Town 

(BM 3).  This is the same house bought by Ananiah son of Azariah from Ubil and 

Bagazusht, part of which was given to his wife Tamut” (BM  4). 

 “In BM, No. 10: 3-6, it was stated that the house of Ananiah son of Azariah 

was surrounded to the north (below) by the house of Hor son of Petesi, and to the 

south (above) by the house of Knhnty, to the west by the street of the king, and to 

the east by the King’s Treasury.  These were the same borders mentioned for the 

house of Ananiah son of Azariah in BM, No. 3 and 4.” 

The houses of Hor son of Petesi and the Knhnty were mentioned in the BM, 

No. 9 as surrounding the house of Ananiah son of Azariah.  But the writer of the 

document did not cite the treasury, “probably because he was satisfied with the 
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wall of the hnpn’ (the ‘protecting’ wall); he also mentioned that to its west there 

was the wall of the two compartments.”  It is clear that the houses surrounding that 

of Ananiah son of Azariah in BM, No. 6, are the same ones mentioned in BM, Nos. 

9 and 10.  In fact this house was surrounding by the house of Hor, the Knhnty, and 

the King’s Treasury.   

In the last document which I have examined, BM, No. 12, its writer cited: 

“the King’s street and Yahu Temple as bordering the house of Ananiah son of 

Azariah on the western side; these boundaries are also given in the third and tenth 

documents of the above series of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 3 

and 10. (see, “From the Archive of Ananiah Son of Azariah…, JNES, Vol. 56, No. 

1, (Jan., 1997), p. 50). 

e. Ayad and his plans: 

All the boundaries related to “above” means “south” and “below” means 

“north” in the contracts of the houses of Ananiah son of Azariah and his family 

which are cited in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 12, 3, 4, and 

6 are the interpretation of Boulos Ayad Ayad.  

On the other hand, Kraeling, Ginsberg and Porten translated “above” as 

north and “below” as “south.”  A document of the Brooklyn Museum mentions the 

boundaries of a part of a house granted by Ananiah son of Azariah in 465/464 B.C. 

to his daughter Yehoyishma, whose boundaries were described as follows (BM 9: 

8-11):  East of it: the Wall of the hnpn’ which the Egyptians built. above (south)* 

of it: the house of Knhnty adjoins its wall.  (Couroyer treats the name of Knhnty as 

Knh ntr) below (north) of  it: the wall of the staircase, and the house of Hor son of 

Peteisi, adjoins that staircase wall, west of it: the wall of the two compartments?   

                                                 
* Above which is equivalent to south and below which is equivalent to north are the translation 
of Boulos Ayad Ayad, not the translation of Kraeling, Ginsberg, Porten and Grelot. All these 
scholars translated above as north and below as south. 
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In another document, the boundaries of the house granted in 462/461 B.C. 

by Ananiah son of Azariah to his daughter Yehoyishma were defined as follows 

(BM10: 3-6).  East of it: the king’s Treasury adjoins wall to wall (up to?) the hnpn’ 

which the Egyptians built.  West of it: the gate to go fourth, with the street of the 

king between them. Above (south) of it: the house of Knhnty adjoins it wall to 

wall, and the wall of his house adjoins it wall to wall that is the two compartments 

(?) of mine.  Below (north) of it: The house of Hor son of Petesi adjoins it wall to 

wall.  In a third document, dated in 461/460 B.C., relating to the sale of a house 

concluded by Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tamut to Ananiah son of 

Haggai, the boundaries were set out as follows (BM 12: 17-21).  East of it: the 

house of Ananiah son of Haggai. On the west of it: the temple of Yahu and the 

street of the king is between them.  Above (south) of it: the house of Parnu son of 

Zili and Mardu adjoins it wall to wall.  Below (north) of it: the house of Pehi and 

Pemet, his brother, boatmen of the waters, son of Tawi, and the street of the king is 

between them.  

In a fourth document Ananiah son of Azariah in 437 B.C. bought a house 

from Bagazusht son of Bzw and the woman Ubil; its boundaries were as follows 

(BM 3: 7-10).  Above (south) of it: the house of Satibar.  Below (north) of it: the 

town of Khnum the god, and the street of the king is between them.  East of it: the 

treasury of the king adjoins it.  West of it: the Temple of Yahu the god and the 

street of the king is between them.  

In the 31st  year of Artaxerxes the king, Ananiah son of Azariah, gave his 

wife Tamut, half of the two compartments (?) and the chamber of the house which 

he bought from Ubil the daughter of Satibar and Bagazusht, Silvermen of Yeb the 

fortress.  This document was written on October 30, 434 B.C. (BM 4).  Here are 

the boundaries of this house: above (east) it the portion which belongs to me 

adjoins it.  Below (west) it is the Temple of Yahu the god, and the street of the 
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king is between them.  East (north) of it is the town = tm’ of Khnum the god, and 

the street of the king is between them.  On the west (south) of it the house of 

Satibar, the “Silverman,” adjoins it. (BM 4).  “The writer of the above document 

was Ma‘uziyah son of Nathan, who changed the four directions of this document, 

the reason for which is not clear.  The directions fit the plan of this house if we 

keep in mind the following alterations: above = east, below = west, east = north, 

and west = south.” (see Boulos Ayad Ayad, “From the Archive of Ananiah Son of 

Azariah: A Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, January 1997, No. 1, p. 42.) 

In the 3rd (read: 4th) year of Darius the king, Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah 

gave to his daughter Yehoyishma [a part of a house], (BM 6) this document 

probably “to be dated as of July 11, 420 B.C.” (BM, p. 191); its boundaries are 

mentioned as follows: “The empty space (?)… Below (west) it, my house… the 

house of Anani b. Azariah […and the street is between them.  [Abo]ve (east) it is 

the treasury of the king.  West (south) [of it is the house of Knhnty].  East (north) 

of it is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num the god] (Kraeling, BM 6: 5-8). 

Ma’uziyah son of Nathan was the writer of this document (BM 6), whose name 

was lost with a missing portion of the papyrus.  He was the writer of BM, No 4.  

“Thus we have the same problem as in BM, No. 4: the directions are altered.” (See, 

Boulos A. Ayad, “From the Archive of…, JNES, p. 48).   

According to such study, we are sure that six Aramaic papyri of Brooklyn 

Museum Nos. 9, 10, 12, 3, 4 and 6 were related to the three houses of Ananiah son 

of Azariah which were located on the eastern side of the Jewish Temple and the 

King’s street.  To make this clear, the reader will find in this study, that the history 

of the three houses of Ananiah son of Azariah and his family could be summarized 

as follows:  

House No. 1: 

“It seems that the first house owned by Ananiah son of Azariah (house No. 
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1) was purchased by him.  The documents did not tell when he bought this house 

or any more information about the original owner, but we are sure that he acquired 

it before the writing of BM 9 in 465 B.C.  This house was divided into two 

portions between Ananiah son of Azariah and his daughter Yehoyishma.  The 

eastern portion was given to Yehoyishma in 464 B.C. (BM 9), again in 462 B.C. 

(BM 10), and in 420 B.C. (BM 6).  The western portion was related to Ananiah son 

of Azarish from before 465 B.C. (BM 9) and until the writing of BM 6 in 420 B.C.; 

thus, he lived in this portion for about 45 years.” 

House No. 2: 

 “Ananiah son of Azariah bought his house from Bagazusht (we do not know 

when he purchased it).  Then he divided this house into two portions: eastern and 

western.  Ananian son of Azariah gave the eastern portion of the house to his son-

in-law, Ananiah son of Haggai.  In BM 12, written in 461 B.C., Ananiah son of 

Azariah wrote the reason for this gift: “East of it [it refers to the house that 

Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife sold to their son-in-law Ananiah son of 

Haggai (BM 12)] thy house, O Anani son of Haggai, which we gave to 

Yehoyishma our daughter as remainder portion (?) on the document of her 

marriage, adjoins it wall to wall.” (BM 12: 17-18).  Concerning to the western 

portion, it was sold to Ananiah son of Haggai in 461 B.C. (BM 12).   

House No. 3: 

“House no. 3 was bought from Bagazusht in 437 B.C. (BM 3) by Ananiah 

son of Azariah, who divided it into two parts: the eastern portion became his own 

and the western portion was given to his wife Tamut in 434 B.C. (BM 4).   

The study of these houses offered by B.A. Ayad in this study differs from 

earlier articles written about the houses of Elephantine, particularly in their 

location and through clarification of the meaning of “above” meaning south, and 

“below” meaning north.  Thus, the questions of the houses of Ananiah son of 
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Azariah and his family have been resolved.  (see, Boulos Ayad Ayad, The History 

and Inheritance of the Houses…” BFA, pp. 26-27).    

F. The Final Study of “Above” and “Below”:  

 Professor Porten sent to the author of this article the following letter in 

1968, telling him the following “your comments on the use of ‘upper’ and ‘lower’ 

to describe respectively, Southern and Northern Egypt are most pertinent…” 

Also Professor G.R. Driver of Oxford University sent me a letter in 1968 in 

which he cited the following: “many thanks for sending me a copy of your article 

on the ‘Topography of Elephantine’ which I find entirely convincing.”  Professor 

E.C.B. Mclaurine, the chairman of the Department of Semitic Studies, University 

of Sydney, sent me the following note. “I am delighted to have it and from the first 

glimpse through I think that it is going to be helpful to me in some of my 

research.” (See JAC, p. 202). 

Both Boulos A. Ayad and B. Couroyer believe that “above”= south and 

“below”= north.  Counter to the interpretation of these two terms by Kraeling, 

Ginsberg, and Porten who consider “above”= north and “below” = south.  For the 

explanation of “above” meaning “south” and “below” meaning “north,” see B. 

Ayad, AIE, pp. 162-177; B.A. Ayad, The Topography of Elephantine according to 

the Aramaic Papyri, Cairo: The Institute of Coptic studies, Department of Semitic 

Studies, 1967, revised in S.A Hanna ed., Medieval and Middle Eastern Studies in 

Honor of Aziz Suryal Atiya (Leidern, E.J Brill 1972) 22-37.  B. Ayad, JAC, pp. 

189-209.  See also my two articles “From the Archive of Ananiah son of Azariah, a 

Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, Vol. 56, No. 1 (1997).  Part 2, “The History and 

Inheritance of the Houses of Elephantine Located on the Eastern Side of the Jewish 

Temple and the King’s Street: Revision of Previous Plans,” Department of 

Anthropology, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado U.S.A, 1999, pp.1-32, 
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plus 3 plans.  The same article was published in BFA, Volume 60, No. 4-October 

2000, pp.7-42. See also B. Porten and A. Yardeni, TAD, pp. 176-182. In his study 

of “above” and “below,” Porten offers two alternatives.  In the first one, he 

considers “above” as north and “below” as south.  In the second alternative, he 

interprets “above” as south, i.e., upstream; and “below” as north, i.e., downstream.  

Porten did not have a preference for any one of these two alternatives.  His plans 

for these two alternatives include the house of Yehoyishma, followed by the house 

of Anani then the house of Tamet (Tamut).  Porten did not mention the complete 

name of Anani; if he is Anani son of Azariah or Anani son of Haggai.  See also 

different opinions on ‘lyh, in J. Hoftijzer and K. Jongeling, DNWSI, pp. 853-854; 

Professor B. Porten would seem to have believed in all his publications from 1961 

until early 1996 relating to the houses of Elephantine that  “below” was the 

equivalent of “south” and “above” was the equivalent of “north.” 

Even with the publication in 1996 of his book, EPIE, he did not give an 

interpretation for ‘lya and thtia.  It seems clear that he did not change his opinion 

from the one he maintained from 1959/1961 until 2003 that ‘lya, or “above” means 

north and thtia or “below” means “south.”  One can see this in his study of the 

plans for the Jewish temple of the God Yahu and the houses of Elephantine 

relating to the Jewish people who lived near the Jewish temple.  

Such translations which Porten gives for the two terms “above” as “north” 

and “below” as “south” are totally different from the opinion of the author of this 

study, who believes that “above” = ‘lya means “south and “below”= “thtia” means 

“north” in all my publications from 1963 until 2007. I have continued to translate 

the term ‘lya as “above” and referring to the direction south, and thtia as “below”, 

referring to the direction north. Cornelius von Pilgrim, in his article “Textzeugnis 

und archäologischer Befund: Zur Topographie Elephantines in der 27. Dynastie,” 

BZKA, pp.486-87, wrote: “Only B.A. Ayad has recently once again suggested an 
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arrangement of buildings based on equating “above” = south and “under” = north, 

which had been rejected by B. Porten (Ibid., p. 486)…moreover it is quite difficult 

to follow B.A. Ayad that the Aramaic people had interchanged the meaning of the 

terms “above” and “under” for “north” and “south” in Egypt, since in Egyptian 

these were completely different word categories.” (Ibid., p. 487, No. 9).  Pilgrim 

did not give any explanation or offer some examples for the term “since in 

Egyptian these were completely different word categories.” 

I have always translated the upper end or “above” as “south” and the lower 

end or “below” as “north.”  I built my study of these two expressions “above” 

meaning “south” and “below” meaning “north” on the ancient Egyptian concept 

which agrees with the boundaries of their houses (See, B.A.Ayad, AIE, pp. 162-

177; B.A. Ayad, “The Topography of Elephantine according to the Aramaic 

Papyri”, Cairo: The Institute of Coptic Studies, Department of Semitic Studies, 

1967, revised in S.A. Hanna ed., Medieval and Middle Eastern Studies in Honor of 

Professor Aziz Atiya [Leiden, 1972, pp. 23-37].  
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The Archive of Ananiah son of Azariah consists of the family members of 

Ananiah and the others with whom he had relationships, including: his wife Tamut,  

his daughter Yehoyishma,  her husband, Ananiah son of Haggai, and Palti, his son. 

In addition to the members of his immediate family, Ananiah also dealt with 

Meshullam son of Zakkur, who owned Tamut, and with Meshullam’s son (Zakkur 

son of Meshullam). The archive also covers the presentation of houses by Ananiah 

son of Azariah to his wife and his children, and to his son-in-law Ananiah son of 

Haggai.  

Also included in the papyri archive is information about houses that Ananiah 

son of Azariah had bought from others. The archive also outlines the relationship 

between Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife with the temple of the God Yahu, 

where both of them worked and were Ihn and Ihnh for the God Yahu.  The houses 

of Ananiah son of Azariah were located on the Eastern side of the Jewish temple 

and the king’s street.  The houses were located based upon our interpretations of 

the two terms “above” and “below” used in the Aramaic papyri.  

 
 

A. The Jewish Temple of the Island of Elephantine in the Early 
Aramaic Papyri Before the Publication of the Brooklyn Museum 
Aramaic Papyri. 

1. The History of the Jewish Temple: 

One of the letters of the Jewish community of Elephantine tells us the 

history of the original building of this temple, “already in the days of the kings of 

Egypt our fathers had built that temple in the fortress of Yeb, and when Cambyses 

came into Egypt he found that temple built, and the temples of the gods of Egypt 

all of them they overthrew, but no one did any harm to that temple.” (AP, No. 30: 

13-14). 
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The letter also describes the sadness of the Jews and their grief over the 

destruction of the temple: “When this was done, we with our wives and our 

children put on sack-cloth and fasted and prayed to Ya’u the lord of heavens.” (AP, 

No. 30: 15).  

The letter continues to speak about their situation, “also since the month of 

Tammuz in the 14th year of Darius the king till this day we wear sack-cloth and 

fast.  Our wives are made widow-like, we do not anoint ourselves with oil and we 

drink no wine.” (AP, No. 30: 19-21) (The 14th year of Darius was 411 B.C. AP, p. 

99). 

2. The Description of the Jewish Temple: 

The same letter gives us a good idea of what the inside of the temple that 

Nephayan and the others destroyed looked like: “and the pillars of stone which 

were there they broke,” (AP, No. 30: 9) “also it happened, five gate-ways of stone, 

built with hewn blocks of stone, which were in that temple they destroyed,” (AP, 

No. 30: 10) “and their doors they lifted off(?), and the hinges of these doors were 

bronze, and the roof of cedar wood, all of it with the rest of the furniture and other 

things which were there, all of it they burnt with fire,” (AP, No.30 :10-12). “and 

the basins of gold and silver and everything that was in that temple, all of it, they 

took and made their own.” (AP, No. 30: 12-13). 

     While the temple is described in letters of petitions and some Aramaic 

documents, these descriptions are brief at best.  We know from the description of 

the Temples of the Lord in Jerusalem much more information, such as the 

divisions of each temple, their functions, the different objects of these temples, and 

the descriptions of these temples from inside and outside. 

But we lack such specific detail related to the Jewish temple on the Island of 

Elephantine.  For example, we do not know where the altar of incense or the altar 
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of sacrifices were located in the Temple of Elephantine.  Also we do not know in 

which part of the temple they made the meal offering.  In some of the Aramaic 

papyri, it is said that the temple had “furniture and other things.”  Again, we have 

no idea about such furniture or the different “things” which the temple had. 

We do know that the temple had a roof made of cedar wood. This would 

make it impossible to offer sacrifies on an altar that was built inside the temple 

under such a roof. That leads us to ask, where did they offer the sacrifices, as well 

as the meal offering and the incense? This remains a mystery. We did not receive a 

full description of the temple, neither from the excavations conducted in 

Elephantine nor from the Aramaic texts left from the Jewish community who lived 

there. 

3. The Rituals Which Took Place Inside the Temple: 

In the same letter, they started to talk about the rituals which they could not 

perform within the temple since it was destroyed in 411 B.C. “Also from that 

(time) till (the present) day in the 17th year of Darius the king, neither meal-

offering, incense, nor sacrifice do they offer in that temple.” (AP, No. 30: pp. 21-

22). 

4. The Destruction of the Jewish Temple: 

The destruction of the Jewish Temple is described in the papyri as taking 

place “in the 14th year of king Darius, when our lord Arsames went away to the 

king, this is the crime which the priests of the God Khnum committed in the 

fortress of Yeb in concert with Waidrang who was governor here, after giving him 

money and valuables: there is a part of the king’s stores which is in the fortress of 

Yeb, (this) they wrecked, and they built a wall in the midst of the fortress of Yeb… 

” (AP, No. 27: 2-5). 

According to Cowley, the 14th year of King Darius II is equivalent to 411 
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B.C. (AP, p. 98).  This was also the year in which the temple was destroyed (AP, p. 

99).  Yedoniah and his colleagues, the Jewish priests who were in the fortress of 

Yeb, sent a letter to Bigvai, governor of Judaea, telling him about the destruction 

of the Jewish temple by the priests of the God Khnum and Waidrang, the governor 

of Elephantine, “the Temple of Ya’u the God, which is in the fortress of Yeb let 

them remove from there.  Then that Waidrang, the reprobate, sent a letter to his son 

Nephayan, who was commander of the garrison in the fortress of Syene, saying: 

the temple which is in Yeb the fortress, let them destroy.  Then Nephayan led out 

the Egyptians with the other forces.  They came to the fortress of Yeb with their 

weapons, they entered that temple, they destroyed it to the ground.” (AP, No. 30: 

6-9). 

5. The Petitions for its Rebuilding: 

Then the Jewish community hoped that Bigvai would send his friends to 

Egypt, to help “and let a letter be sent from you to them concerning the temple of 

the God Ya’u to build it in the fortress of Yeb as it was built before, and they shall 

offer the meal-offering and incense and sacrifice on the altar of the God Ya’u on 

your behalf.” (AP, No. 30: 24-26).  Concerning the disaster that had befallen their 

temple, they wrote the following, “also of all this which was done to us Arsames 

knew nothing.” (AP, No. 30: 30).  This letter was written “On the 20th of 

Marheshwan the 17th year of Darius the king.” (AP, No. 30: 30).  The 17th year of 

Darius II is equivalent to 408 B.C. 

The Jewish temple was destroyed in 411 B.C. and the Jewish community 

wrote this letter of petition to the governor of Judaea, Bigvai, in 408 B.C.  In the 

three-year interim, the same members of the Jewish community that had been cited 

in the 408 B.C. petition had written numerous other letters of petition which they 

sent to the authorities to help them in their desire to rebuild their temple, “Also 
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before this, at the time when this evil was done to us, we sent a letter to your 

lordship.” (AP, No. 30: 17-18). 

This petition AP No. 27, is the first to be sent, probably to Bigvai or 

according to Ungnad who “suggests that it here denotes Arsames.” (AP, p. 99).  

We do not know the name(s) of the sender(s) nor the name of the addressee, for 

both disappeared with the beginning of the letter. 

Cowley, AP, No. 27 considers this papyrus a petition to Arsames(?) written 

about 410 B.C. (AP, p. 97).  In another place of Cowley’s book, (p. 99) he writes: 

“At any rate the temple was destroyed in 411, and this petition cannot have been 

written except in or after that year.  Therefore between 411 and 408 B.C.  It does 

not appear to have met with any success and in 408 consequently another attempt 

(No. 30) was made.” 

Then they sent the petition of AP, No. 30, which is considered to be the 

second petition that was sent to Bigvai.  Until the year 408 B.C., when Yedoniah 

and his priestly colleagues wrote this letter, they did not receive any answer related 

to their petition; for this reason they wrote “They have not sent any letter to us.” 

(AP, No. 30: 19).    

Then they sent the third letter: “to Johanan the high priest and his colleagues 

the priests who are in Jerusalem.” (AP, No. 30: 18).  Then the fourth letter was sent 

to: “Ostanes the brother of Anani, and the nobles of the Jews.” (AP, No. 30: 18-

19).  A fifth letter was written and at the end of their petition, they say: “also the 

whole matter we have set forth in a letter in our name of Delaiah and Shelemiah 

the sons of Sanballat governor of Samaria.” (AP, No. 30: 29).  

The petition of AP, No. 31 is a duplicate of AP, No. 30. Both of them have 

the same date.  Cowley believes that No.32 is an answer to No. 30 and was written 

in 408 B.C.  And “though not dated, we may assume that it was brought back by 

the messenger in 408. Apparently the answer was given verbally and there is a note 
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of it made by the messenger.  The report is not a formal answer, for no titles are 

given to Bigvai and Delaiah, and it is not addressed to any one.” (AP, p. 123).  

“Memorandum from Bigvai and Delaiah.  They said to me: let it be an instruction 

to you in Egypt to say to Arsames about the altar-house of the God of Heaven, 

which was built in the fortress of Yeb formerly, before Cambyses, which 

Waidrang, that reprobate, destroyed in the 14th year of Darius the king, to rebuilt it 

in its place as it was before, and they may offer the meal- offering and incense 

upon that altar as formerly was done.” (AP, No. 32: 1-11). 

James M. Lindenberger gives another translation for AP, No. 32, 

“Memorandum: What Bagavahya and Delayah said to me: let this be on record for 

you in Egypt. Official of Record Arshama.  Concerning the temple of the god of 

heaven that was built at Fort Elephantine long ago, before the time of Cambyses, 

which that criminal Vidranga (Waidrang) razed in the fourteenth year of King 

Darius. Let it be rebuilt on its original site and let meal offerings and incense be 

offered up on the altar just as was formerly done.” (p. 77). 

It seems that the oral message did not work, especially as it came from 

Bagoas and Delaiah, who were not responsible for ruling Egypt.  At the same time, 

the memorandum should not have been addressed to the responsible Jewish 

persons in Elephantine but to Arsham directly because he alone ruled Egypt as the 

Persian king’s deputy.  It would be Arsham or the governor of Elephantine and 

Aswan or the king who could give the order to the Jews to rebuild their temple.  

Moreover, we have no historical evidence that Arsham returned to Egypt after he 

left it in 408 B.C., and until 408 he had no information about the destruction of the 

Jewish temple. 

 

6. Did the Jewish Community of Elephantine and Aswan Rebuild Their Temple 



 105 

According to the Early Aramaic Papyri?  

It is clear that the revolution by the Egyptians continued until they became 

independent and a new dynasty ruled Egypt, established by the king Amyrtaeus in 

405/404 B.C.  In fact, the Aramaic papyri do not tell us about any kind of contact 

between the community and Arsham or any Persian kings or Egyptian rulers to 

receive permission to build any religious temple in ancient Egypt. Building could 

take place only with permission from either the pharaoh, the Persian king, or some 

of the governors such as Arsham or Vidrang (Waidrang).  No written permission 

has been discovered among the Aramaic papyri in Elephantine.  In addition, the 

Persian governor of Elephantine and Aswan, Waidrang, and his son Nephayan, the 

commander of the garrison, attacked the temple with the Egyptian priests until it 

was totally destroyed.  How then could the heads of the Jewish community start to 

rebuild the temple without any permission?  I agree with Edward Meyer and M. 

Sprengling that the Temple of the God Yahu was never rebuilt. 

 AP, No. 33 is considered a further petition connected with No.30 and was 

written around 407 B.C.  “It is a letter from five prominent men of the colony at 

Yeb, relating to the rebuilding of the temple, and may therefore be dated at about 

the same time as Nos., 30-32.” (AP, p. 124). “Your servants Yedoniah b. Gemariah 

by name, Ma’uzi b. Nathan by name, Shemaiah b. Haggai by name,  Hosea b. 

Yathom by name, Hosea b. Nathan by name.” 

Cowley No. 34 is a letter dated probably about 407 B.C.  “It certainly relates 

to some violence done to Yedoniah and his colleagues, some of whom are the same 

as in No. 33.” (AP, No. 34, p.125) 

“The statement that houses were entered and goods taken, indicates a 

renewal of the pogrom described in No. 30. It is perhaps not too rash to conclude 

that it took place after the receipt of Bigvai’s answer (No. 32) and was due to some 
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actions taken by the Jews in the way of preparations for the rebuilding of the 

temple.  The date would then be in or soon after 407 B.C.  There is no evidence to 

show that the temple ever was rebuilt, and the series of documents stops very soon 

after this, as far as we can judge. 

Egypt was getting into a very unsettled state, and apparently threw off the 

Persian yoke in or about 404 B.C. (cf. No. 35).  It may well be that the Egyptians 

took the opportunity of the prevailing unrest to get rid of the Jewish garrison, and 

began by making away with (or killing?) the chief men of the colony.” (AP, pp. 

126-127).  The text of this letter comes as follows… Khnum, now these are the 

names of the women who were found at the gate in Thebes(?). 

B. The Jewish Temple in the Publication of the Brooklyn Museum 
Aramaic Papyri by Emil G. Kraeling:      

 
When Emil G. Kraeling translated the Aramaic papyri of the Brooklyn 

Museum, he believed that Nos, 9, 10, 11 and 12, of this collection, which are a part 

of the archive of Ananiah son of Azariah, were written during the rule of 

Artaxerxes (whom Kraeling believed was Artaxerxes the Second).  Thus, he dated 

document No.9 as written in November 26, 404 B.C.; No. 10 as written in March 

9/10, 402 B.C. or March 28, 401 B.C., No.11 as written in 402 B.C. or 401 B.C;. 

and No. 12 as written in December 12, 402 B.C. or 401 B.C. 

Kraeling, according to his study, thought that the king who ruled Egypt after 

the death of Darius II in 405 B.C. was Artaxerxes the Second, and that his rule 

over Egypt lasted until 402/401 B.C.  What undermines Kraeling's opinion that 

document No. 12 of the Brooklyn Museum was written in 402/401 B.C. is that the 

Temple of the God Yahu of Elephantine is mentioned in this document, even 

though this temple had been destroyed in 411/410 B.C.  

Based on Kraeling’s assumptions, this would mean that the Jewish 
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community of Elephantine and Aswan rebuilt this temple before or during 402/401 

B.C.  Kraeling finds strong evidence from document BM, No. 12 that the Jewish 

Temple was built, he writes it “is the most explicit of all in localizing Yahu, the 

God in Yeb the fortress, as so it seems clear that this cult must have been in 

existence.” 

In the same papyri of No. 12, its text mentions the temple of Yahu.  And “it 

speaks of Yahu as “the God who dwells in Yeb the fortress.”  Then Kraeling 

referred to the list of the temple contribution (AP, No. 22), which is dated in the 

fifth year of an unspecified king, and from the point of view of Kraeling this king 

“is to be identified with Amyrataeus, and thus further substantiates the existence of 

the temple as late as the summer of 400 B.C.  Kraeling adds to the above “the 

Elephantine colony and temple came to an end (after the temple was rebuilt) in the 

reign of Nephrites I.” (December 1, 399- November 29, 393 B.C.) 

 

C. The Effect of the Theories of Kraeling on the Other Scholars:      

The theories of Kraeling, according to his arrangement of the Brooklyn 

Museum Aramaic Papyri, especially documents Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12, are related 

to the rule of Artaxerxes, whom Kraeling considers to be Artaxerxes II.  The 

temple of the God Yahu was mentioned in document No. 12, written in 402 B.C. 

This temple was destroyed in 411/410 B.C.. Kraeling believes that it was rebuilt in 

402 B.C.  This theory was accepted by Ronald de Vaux and others: de Vaux, in his 

book, AI , Vol.2, p. 340 writes the following: “In 410 B.C. Egyptian priests of the 

God Khnum,… took advantage of the absence of the satrap on a visit to the court 

of Persia to persuade the local governor to destroy the temple of Yahu.  The Jews 

asked Bagoas, the governor of Judaea, and Yohanan, the high priest in Jerusalem 

(cf. No.12: 22-23), to intervene in their favor, but received no answer to their 
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request.  Three years later, they again approached Bagoas and wrote also to the two 

sons of Samballat, who was governor of Samaria while Nehemias was governor of 

Judaea.  This time they received an answer, which took the form of a memorandum 

entrusted to a messenger: the messenger was to request the satrap of Egypt for 

permission to rebuild the temple and to present offerings and incense there.  

This document, however, makes no reference to holocausts, which the Jews 

had specifically mentioned in their request.  The temple was in fact restored, and 

mentioned in a document dated 402 B.C.  Some years later, and shortly after the 

end of Persian rule over Egypt, the Jewish colonists at Elephantine were scattered, 

and the temple disappeared.” 

John L. McKenzie (DB, p. 230) writes: “The temple built by the Jews of 

Elephantine was destroyed by the native population in 410 B.C. The officers of the 

colony appealed to Bagohi, the Jewish governor of Palestine, as well as to 

Sanballat the governor of Samaria, and to Johanan, the high priest of 

Jerusalem…the documents give no information on the issue of this 

correspondence, but it appear that the Jews were permitted to rebuild their temple.” 

Charles F. Pfeieffer, (Ed.) in BW, p. 220 says: “The papyri tell us that the 

priests of Khnum, an Egyptian God, had the Yahu temple at Elephantine destroyed 

around 410 B.C.  In 408 B.C. the Egyptians Jews addressed letters to Palestine 

asking the officials there for help in rebuilding their temple.  We know that the 

temple was rebuilt for papyrus #12, dated in December of 402 B.C. records the fact 

that ‘Yahu’ dwells in ‘Yeb, the fortress’ in his sanctuary.”  

Dandameav, in his book, PHAE, pp. 270-273, adopted the same opinion as. 

Kraeling.  Dandameav writes that “other Aramaic papyri have become available 

which indicate that the Elephantine garrison remained loyal to the Persian king 

until at least December 401 B.C. As remarked by Kraeling.” (p. 272). 

Then Dandameav, following the opinions of Porten and Yardeni, when he 
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speaks about the role of Arsames in rebuilding the Jewish temple writes: “the 

afflicted Jews of Elephantine, however found full sympathy with the sons of 

Sanballat, the governor of Samaria, who followed a very similar cult of Yahweh as 

that practiced at Elephantine.  The sons of Sanballat made considerable efforts to 

ask Arsames for a decision concerning the rebuilding of the temple to its former 

state and according to its former plan (possibly, at state express).  Bagohi, to who 

two identical complaints were addressed (AP, 30, 31; Porten and Yardeni, 1986: 

71-75), also promised to direct the case to Arsames.” (PHAE, p. 271-272). 

Dandameav continues, “in 402-401 B.C. the Persians still controlled 

Elephantine, and in all probability, also most of the rest of upper Egypt.  A number 

of papyri from this period are dated to the third and fourth years of the reign of 

Artaxerxes II (Kraeling 1953, Nos. 9-13; ch. also ibid.: III ff),” (PHAE, p.272).  

Dandameav believed that the Jews of Elephantine sent letters of petitions to 

Arsames to rebuild the temple: “the complaint of the Elephantine Jews was first 

passed on to the High Priest and other religious functionaries at the Temple of 

Jerusalem, and subsequently to Arsames, satrap of Egypt, who at the time of the 

pogrom resided outside of Egypt.” (PHAE, p. 271). 

Joseph Mélèze Modrzejewski in his book, JE, relies upon the letter of 

Delaiah, one of the sons of  Samarian satrap. This letter took the form of a 

memorandum which was sent to Elephantine by messenger: “memorandum of 

what Bahogi and Dalaiah said to me, saying: Memorandum. You may say in Egypt 

before Arsames about the Altar-house of the God of Heaven which in Elephantine 

the fortress was formerly built before Cambyses (and) which that wicked Vadranga 

(Waidrang) demolished in year 14 of King Darius: to rebuild it on its site as it was 

formerly and they shall offer the meal-offering and the incense upon that altar just 

as formerly was done.” (AP, No. 32; Porten & Yardeni, Textbook 1, A 4.9) (JE, p. 

42). 
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Another petition was sent by Yedaniah son of Gamariah, Mauzi son of 

Nathan, Shemaiah son of Haggai, Hosea son of Jathom and Hosea son of Nathun, 

five Jewish people from the community from Syene and Elephantine to a certain 

person whose name disappeared from the letter. They say the following: “if our 

lord…and our Temple of YHW be built in Elephantine the fortress as it was 

formerly built- and sheep, ox and goat are not used there as burnt-offering but they 

offer there only incense [and] meal-offering-and should the lord make a statement 

about this, then we shall give to the house of our lord silver…and a thousand 

artabas of barley.” (Cowley. No.33; Porten/Yardeni, Text Book 1, A4.10) (JE, p. 

43). 

Modrzejewski relies on such memorandums to reach his conclusion that “the 

satrap, Arshama, confirmed this decision, and the Jews of Elephantine were soon 

able to acknowledge receipt of an order he issued, clearly based on the terms set 

out above: the sanctuary was to be reestablished, but the God of the Jews was to 

receive only vegetable offerings and incense. The satrap pledged his goodwill and 

received a handsome gift in return.” (JE, pp. 42-43). 

Modrzejewski surmised that “Arshama returned to Egypt at the beginning of 

406 B.C.E. and he gave the order authorizing the reconstruction of the Elephantine 

sanctuary that must have been issued that same year, thus bringing to a close the 

episode of the sack of the temple and its sequels.” (JE, p. 43).  The most important 

contribution of this study is that BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were not written at the 

time of Artaxerxes II (between 405-404/402/401 B.C.).  as Kraeling, Ginsberg, 

Porten, Grelot, and others have suggested, but were written during the reign of 

Artaxerxes I, (465- 462/461 B.C.). Because in 420 B.C. the name of Ananiah son 

of Azariah, his wife Tamut, and their son Palti were not mentioned in the contract 

of the marriage of their daughter Yehoyishma (BM 7) which was written in 420 

B.C.  We can deduce from this that Ananiah, Tamut, and Palti had died before this 
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marriage. 

Thus, contracts BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written during the rule of 

Artaxerxes I between 465-462/461 B.C and not from 405/404-402/401 B.C. as 

suggested by Kraeling and the others. (See, B. A. Ayad “The History and 

Inheritance of the Houses of Elephantine located the Eastern side of the Jewish 

Temple and the king’s street: Revisions of Previous Plans,” BFA, Vol. 60, No. 4, 

Oct. 2000, p. 39). 

Therefore, by 420 B.C. the archive of Ananiah son of Azariah had stopped 

because of his death and the deaths of his wife Tamut and their son Palit. Then we 

can deduce from the above data that the Jewish temple still existed during the reign 

of Artaxerxes the First (465-462/461 B.C.) and not Artaxerxes the Second, as 

suggested by Kraeling, who believed that the temple of the god Yahu was 

mentioned in documents BM, Nos. 9, 10, and 12, which were written in 405-

402/401 B.C. This temple was destroyed in 411/410 B.C. and was never rebuilt by 

the community, for these four documents, BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12, were written 

between 465 B.C. and 461 B.C. during the rule of Artaxerxes I, and not after 420 

B.C..  Because of the death of Ananiah son of Azariah in the year 420 B.C.,  the 

documents of the Archive of Ananiah son of Azariah had ceased after the year 420 

B.C. 

In any case, this Jewish temple at Elephantine was destroyed during the rule 

of Darius II in 411/410 B.C. However, Kraeling believes that it was rebuilt after 

this date between 404 B.C. and 402/401 B.C. and then it was destroyed in the reign 

of Nepherites I (December 1, 399 - November 29, 393 B.C.), (Kraeling, “New 

Light on the Elephantine Colony.” p. 144). 

“However, Kraeling did not offer any evidence to support this theory that the 

Jewish Temple of Elephantine was destroyed for the second time during the rule of 

Nepherites I.” (See, Ayad, “The History and Inheritance of the Houses of 
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Elephantine…” BFA, p. 25). 
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Part Six 

Final Conclusions 
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A. The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 

According to this study, the reader can see that the arrangement of the 

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, which Kraeling had established and which was 

accepted and followed by Ginsberg, Porten, and Grelot, did not assist in solving 

the problem of the family history of Ananiah the son of Azariah.  Because Kraeling 

misinterpreted the dating of the papyri as written under a later king – Artaxerxes 

the Second – he incorrectly ordered the papyri.  This is the reason that the author of 

this study has changed the numeric arrangement of the Aramaic Papyri of the 

Brooklyn Museum, which had been accepted by Kraeling and other scholars. 

Based on this study, I believe that BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written 

during the first four years of the King Artaxerxes the First – not Artaxerxes the 

Second as Kraeling has theorized – and dated incorrectly to be between 404 and 

402 B.C.  According to this earlier dating of the Brooklyn Museum Papyri to the 

time of the Persian King Artaxerxes’ the First rule over Egypt, the Museum’s 

Papyri should be rearranged chronologically as follows: BM, No. 9 should be No. 

1; BM, No. 10 should be No. 2; BM, No. 11 should be No. 3; BM, No. 12 should 

be No. 4; BM, No. 1 should be No. 5; BM, No. 2 should be No. 6; BM, No. 3 

should be No. 7; BM, No. 4 should be No. 8; BM, No. 5 should be No. 9; BM, No. 

6 should be No. 10; BM, No. 7 should be No. 11; BM, No. 8 should be No. 12. 

The main reason for arranging the papyri in this manner is that the archive of 

Ananiah son of Azariah started in 465/464 B.C. with contract BM, No. 9 written 

during the reign of Artaxerxes the First (not the Second).  This contract was 

followed by the other contracts in the archive of Ananiah son of Azariah, who died 

between July 11, 420 B.C. (the writing of BM, No. 6) and before October 2, 420 

B.C. (the writing of BM, No. 7).  In BM, No. 7, Ananiah son of Haggai asked for 
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the hand of Yehoyishma, the daughter of Ananiah son of Azariah, in marriage.  But 

instead of Ananiah son of Haggai asking her father, Ananiah son of Azariah, for 

permission, he asks permission from Zakkur son of Meshullam, whose father was 

Meshullam son of Zakkur and former owner of Yehoyishma.  This must be 

because Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away prior to the writing of this 

contract on October 2, 420 B.C..  This contract also indicates that Ananiah son of 

Azariah’s wife, Tamut, and his son, Palti, had also passed away, as there is no 

reference to them in regards to Yehoyishma in the contract.  Thus, the reason that 

Ananiah son of Haggai had to ask permission for marriage to Yehoyishma from 

Zakkur son of Meshullam was that all the immediate members of Yehoyishma’s 

family were deceased.  This would place the deaths of Yehoyishma’s father, 

Ananiah son of Azariah, her mother, Tamut, and her brother, Palti, as occurring 

sometime between 427 B.C. (BM 5) and 420 B.C. (BM 7) based upon the 

contextual evidence. 

The archive of Ananiah son of Azariah stops with his death, and so BM, 

Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written during the rule of Artaxerxes the First (465/464 

– 419 B.C.?), not the later date given by Kraeling as occurring during the rule of 

Artaxerxes the Second (405/404 – 358 B.C.).  Many other scholars adopted 

Kraeling’s incorrect interpretation of the “King Artaxerxes” in the Brooklyn 

Museum Papyri as referring to Artaxerxes the Second.  But the Persian King 

Artaxerxes the Second never extended his rule over Ancient Egypt, supplying 

further support for the belief that the “King Artaxerxes” referred to in the Archive 

of Ananiah son of Azariah was indeed the Persian King Artaxerxes the First, for 

whom we have historical evidence of his reign over Egypt.   



 116 

B.  Artaxerxes the First or Artaxerxes the Second 

Intertwined with the challenges that Kraeling faced while dating the 

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri was his confusion over the reference to “King 

Artaxerxes” in BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12.  Kraeling mistakenly interpreted this 

King as being Artaxerxes the Second, resulting in his misdating of the papyri.  

Based on the historical evidence and arguments that I have laid out in this study, it 

is clear that the “King Artaxerxes” referred to in these papyri had to be King 

Artaxerxes the First.  King Artaxerxes the Second, while able to rule Persia, was 

never able to extend his reign over Egypt and failed in his attempts to occupy 

ancient Egypt in the aftermath of his predecessor’s, King Darius II, death in 

405/404 B.C.  Upon the death of the Persian King Darius II, Amyrtaeus – an 

Egyptian – assumed control over Egypt and ruled from 405/404 through 399 B.C.  

Thus, the historical timeline does not support Kraeling’s assertions or dating of 

BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12. 

C. “Above” and “Below” in the Aramaic Documents 

Kraeling had a problem in his interpretation of the terms “above” and 

“below” in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri.  He interpreted “above” to refer 

to the direction north and “below” to refer to the direction south.  I have submitted 

strong evidence in this study that Kraeling’s interpretation of these two terms was 

incorrect – and in fact, the opposite.  My interpretation of the terms is that “above” 

refers to south and “below” refers to north.  This has important implications for the 

location of key sites on the Island of Elephantine based upon descriptions in the 

documents.   

According to this interpretation, I succeeded in drawing three plans which 

agree with these two directions and account for all of the area of the Jewish 

district, the Jewish Temple and the houses that surrounded the Temple. Kraeling, 
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Ginsberg, Porten, Grelot, and von Pilgrim failed to draw correct plans for the same 

areas due to their faulty interpretation of the terms “above” and “below.” 

D.  The Rebuilding of the Jewish Temple of the God Yahu 

Did the Jewish community of Elephantine Island and Aswan succeed in 

rebuilding the Jewish Temple of Elephantine after its destruction in 411/410 B.C.?  

Kraeling, followed by other scholars, including Ginsberg, Porten, and Grelot, 

believed that the Jewish Temple was destroyed in 411/410 B.C. and then rebuilt 

because it was mentioned in document BM, No.12.  The problem was that 

Kraeling, and then the other scholars, misdated BM, No. 12 due to their confusion 

over the “King Artaxerxes” mentioned in the document.  Believing that King 

Artaxerxes the Second was in control of Egypt following the death of Darius the 

Second, Kraeling incorrectly dated BM, No. 12. This led Kraeling and later 

scholars to believe that the Temple was destroyed in 411/410 B.C. and then rebuilt.  

But I have proven that BM, No. 12 was written during the reign of Artaxerxes the 

First when the Jewish Temple was still in existence, thus the Temple that was 

referred to in the document was the original one. 

Kraeling believed that the Jewish Temple was rebuilt in 402/401 B.C. and 

then was destroyed during the rule of the Egyptian King Neferites, king of the 

Twenty-ninth Dynasty.  However, Kraeling assumed but did not offer any 

historical evidence that the Jewish Temple was actually destroyed during the time 

of King Neferitis. 

E.  Who Ruled Egypt After Darius the Second, Amyrtaeus or 
Artaxerxes the Second? 

Who ruled Egypt after the Persian King Darius the Second, who passed 

away in 405/404 B.C.?  All of the classical historians, in addition to the Aramaic 

papyri of Cowley, No. 35, tell us that Amyrtaeus became the King of Egypt after 
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the death of Darius the Second.  But Kraeling and his followers, Ginsberg, Porter, 

and Grelot, believed that the king who followed Darius the Second was Artaxerxes 

the Second.  They believed that he ruled Egypt from 405/404 to 402/401 B.C.  

After this date, they claim that Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt from 402/201 until 399 B.C.  

Such ideas go against the opinions of the classical writers and the Aramaic 

document of Cowley, No. 35, which tells us that the rule of Amyrtaeus started 

immediately after the death of Darius the Second in 405/404 B.C. and extended 

over Egypt from that date until 399 B.C. 
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The Plans of Different Scholars
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Fig. 3. Temple and its environs according to Pierre Grelot 
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Fig.4. Temple and its environs according to Pierre Grelot 
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Fig.5. Temple and its environs according to Pierre Grelot 
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Fig.6. Temple and its environs according to Pierre Grelot 
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Appendix 1 

The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri  

according to Emil G. Kraeling 

and the scholars who have followed him,  

Ginsberg, Grelot and Porten. 



 186 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Papyrus No. 1 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 131-133, 

written on July 6, 451 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I (465/464 – 425 B.C.) 
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Papyrus No. 2 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 140-143, 

written on July 3, 449 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I  
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Papyrus No. 3 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 152-157, 

written on September 14, 437 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Papyrus No. 4 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 167-171, 

written on October 30, 434 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Papyrus No. 5 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 178-181, 

written on June 12, 427 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Papyrus No. 6 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 191-193, 

written on July 11, 420 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II (425-405 B.C.) 
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Papyrus No. 7 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 201-207, 

written on October 2, 420 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II  
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Papyrus No. 8 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 224-227, 

written in 416 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II 
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Papyrus No. 9 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 235-239, 

written on November 26, 404 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.C.) 
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Papyrus No. 10 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 247-251, 

written in 402/401 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes II  
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Papyrus No. 11 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 259-261, 

written in 402/401 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes II 
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Papyrus No. 12 

Kraeling, BM, pp. 268-273, 

written in 402/401 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes II 
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Appendix 2 

The arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 

according to  

Boulos Ayad Ayad 
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Kraeling No. 9, 

Ayad, No. 1,  

written 465/464 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 10 

Ayad, No. 2,  

written 462 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 11 

Ayad, No. 3,  

written 461 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 12 

Ayad, No. 4,  

written 461 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 1 

Ayad, No. 5,  

written 451 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 2 

Ayad, No. 6,  

written 449 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 3 

Ayad, No. 7,  

written 437 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 4 

Ayad, No. 8,  

written 434 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 5 

Ayad, No. 9,  

written 427 B.C. 

during the rule of Artaxerxes I 
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Kraeling No. 6 

Ayad, No. 10,  

written 420 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II 
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Kraeling No. 7 

Ayad, No. 11,  

written 420 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II 
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Kraeling No. 8 

Ayad, No. 12,  

written 416 B.C. 

during the rule of Darius II 
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