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Introduction

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

Emil G. Kraeling was one of the rare scholars wipectalized in the
Aramaic language, Aramaean history, archeology andthe other Semitic
languages, as well as the history, archeology,lamguages of the ancient Middle
East. Given Kraeling’s academic experience, theollyn Museum gave him
permission to transcribe, translate and submit dosimentary studies on the
Aramaic papyri which were acquired by Charles Elb@lr in 1893.

According to Wilbour’s journal in 1893, he “obtatheapyri from 3 separate
women at different times.” After Wilbour's deatthese papyri, packed in tin
biscuit boxes and placed in the bottom of a trum&re shipped to a New York
warehouse where they remained until 1947, when 8ifls daughter bequeathed
them to the Brooklyn Museum. Only then did sch®leralize that Wilbour had
unwittingly acquired the first Elephantine papyri. Most of Wilbour's documents
consisted of the family archive of Anani, a mindfical of the Elephantine
temple. (See Porten, B. “Did the Ark Stop at Egine.” BAR. May/June 1995.
p. 57-58).

The study of papyrology is not an easy task andsthlars involved in
such study usually encounter numerous challendg@seling met some of these
problems when he started to study these papyrit afaghich were related to their
original owner, Ananiah son of Azariah, a Jew fritra island of Elephantine and

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

Aramaic Papyr(=BM) by Kraeling in 1953.




The challenges that Kraeling encountered can bemsuiped as follows:

1. The arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Fapy

2. The Persian king Artaxerexes, whose name was aitesome of these
documents, especially Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12.

3. Relating to Ancient Egyptian history: which kingllewed Darius Il, who
died in 405/404 B.C.? Was it the Persian king Xetaes Il or the Egyptian
king Amyrtaeus?

4. Other problems that Kraeling dealt with relatedthe destruction of the
Jewish temple of the God Yahu and its rebuilding.

5. One of the main problems which Kraeling faced comeé the terms
“above” and “pbelow.” These two terms occurred e tAramaic papyri
instead of “north” or “south”. The previous schslawho translated the
Aramaic papyri before Kraeling, believed that “abbwneans “south” and
“below” means “north.”. Kraeling believed the canrty, that “above” means
“‘north” and “below” means “south.” The author dfid article always
supports the view that the correct translation albdve” is “south”, and
“pbelow” is “north.” The reader will find the disssion of these problems
with the opinion of different scholars, those whixepted the theories of
Kraeling such as Ginsberg, Porten, and Grelot, theee who rejected the

theories of Kraeling, especially the author of ttisdy.



B. The Contents of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Pari

The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri included seventeapyri, twelve of
them contracts, and one letter, in addition to fpapyri, all of them fragments.
Emil G. Kraeling was the first scholar who rea&nslated, commented on, and
arranged these papyri. The reader will find tla@station of these contracts in the
following pages. Most of these papyri were relate@dAnaniah son of Azariah,
who was a Jew from Elephantine, and his family.

Brooklyn Papyri No. 1 was a legal dispute by aaarperson named Mika
against Ananiah son of Azariah. Ananiah son ofribawon the case and the
disputed property was returned to him. This doqumeas written on July 6, 451
B.C. during the 28 of Phamenouth, that is the"28ay of Siwan, [in] the 14year
of Artaxerxes, the king.

The second contract, BM, No. 2, was related tatheriage of Ananiah son
of Azaraih to Tamut, the handmaiden of Meshullam ebZakkur. Ananiah son
of Azariah had a son, Palti who was mentioned s ¢ontract as follows “And |
Meshullam, tomorrow or another day, will not beeabb take away Palti from
under thy heart except if thou dost drive out hgther Tamut.” (BM, 2:13-14).
This contact was written during the rule of Artases. That means Ananiah son of
Azariah was married to Tamut before this contact watten on July 3, 449 B.C,
during the rule of the Persian king Artaxerxes I.

The BM, No. 3 was a property contract between Basfaizson of Bzw and
the woman Ubil daughter of Satibar who sold a hdas&naniah son of Azariah.
The house , described as owned by 'Pwly son of 8Mjsdas in Yeb the fortress.
The contract is dated September 14, 437 B.C. duhagule of the Persian king
Artaxerxes, in the month of Paoni, théhg&ar of the aforementioned king.



The fourth contract was written by Ananiah son ofaAah, to his wife
Tamut. Ananiah son of Azariah gave his wife “hafithe two compartments and
the chamber of the house, which he bought from Wialdaughter of Satibar and
from Bagazusht.” (BM, 4: 3). In this contract, Amaave his two children Palti
and Yehoyishma the power over his portion of thaseoafter his death. (BM 4:
17-18). This contract was written on October 384 8.C., which is equivalent to
the “258" of Tishri, that is the 2% of the month of Epiphi of the $lyear of the
Persian king Artaxerxes.”

Contract BM, No. 5 was written because Meshullam 86 Zakkur, the
owner of Tamut and her daughter Yehoyishma, reteas¢h of them from their
positions as slaves. That took place during the ot Artaxerxes the king, on the
20" of Siwan, that is the"7day of Phamenoth, the '8§ear of the previous king,
which is equivalent to June 12427 B.C.

The contract BM, No. 6, was written by Ananiah sdrAzariah, giving his
daughter Yehoyishma part ownership of a house. ddwmiment was written on
July 11, 420 B.C., equivalent to th8 Bharmuthi, that is the"sday of Tammunz,
the 3% (read: &) year of Darius the king.

Contract BM, No. 7 pertained to a marriage contmaathich Ananiah son
of Haggai asked Zakkur son of Meshullam for permisd¢o marry Yehoyishma.
Zakkur agreed to this marriage. Zakkur son of M#ahuwas the son of her
previous owner, as she was a slave. It is veang that Ananiah son of Haggai
asked Zakkur son of Meshullam for permission torgnafehoyishma instead of
asking either her father Ananiah son of Azariahlr,rhether Tamut, or her brother
Palti for her hand in marriage. We will examinestanomaly later in this article.
This contract was dated in th® gear of Darius the Persian king, in the month of
Tishri, that is Epiphi; the equivalent date wasdbet 2, 420 B.C.
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Contract BM, No. 8 was written by Uriah son of Maia$, who told Zakkur
son of Meshullam the following: “Yedoniah, by namen of Thw' [the servant of
thine] whom thou didn’t give to me and a documéwotutdidst write to me about it,
[, Uriah-or a son or daughter of mine, or brothessister of mine, or anyone of
mine-am not able to oppress him (again) as a sMyeson he shall be.” (BM: 3-
5). This document was written on th® 6éf Tishri, that is the 22 day of Paoni
(read: Mesore), the"™8year of Darius the king, (BM, 8: 1) which is “egalent to
October 22, 416 B.C. by the Babylonian calendar Segtember 29 by the
Egyptian.” (BM, p. 224).

In contract BM, No. 9, Anani (Ananiah) son of Azdrigave his daughter
Yehoyishma a part of his house. The date of thgngrof this contract was “2%
of Marheshwan, that is the 23lay of Mesore, the last year of Artaxerxes the
king.” Kraeling believes “that this contract tookape under the reign of
Artaxerxes Il (404-358 B.C.) not Artaxerxes | (4625 B.C.). The date must
therefore be November 6404 B.C.” (BM, p. 235). The author of this study
proves that this “Artaxerxes” was Artaxerxes thstfand not the second. This is a
key in determining the proper chronology of theyap

Contract BM, No. 10 is a document Anani (Ananiabh of Azariah’s
giving his daughter Yehoyishma a house. This documas written “On the 20
of Adar, that is the'8day of Koihak, the 8 year of Artaxerxes the king.” (BM 10:
1). According to Kraeling, this papyrus dates frima 3° year of Artaxerxes. The
family history makes it apparent that this is Adases Il (404-358 B.C.) So the
date is March 9/10, 402 B.C. (Horn-Wood; Parker ®ta28, 401 B.C.) (BM, p.
247). The author of this manuscript believes th& was Artaxerxes the First
based upon the family history of Ananiah son of Weda and that Kraeling was
mistaken.
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Papyrus No. 11 of the Brooklyn Museum was a cohtnadten by Anani
(Ananiah) son of Haggai. The contract deals withakiah son of Haggai's
borrowing a certain amount of grain from Pahnum ebBs’. Ananiah son of
Haggai promised that he would repay Pahnum dolig@leaimount borrowed. The
contract was written in the month of Thoth, yearo# Artaxerxes the king.
Kraeling writes, “that the king referred to is thecond Artaxerxes” and hence the
year is 402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.).e Huthor of this study believes
that the king was Artaxerxes the First not the &dco

Papyrus No. 12 of the Brooklyn Museum was a documeitten by Anani
(Ananiah) son of Azariah and his wife Tpmt (Tamuad),Anani (Ananiah) son of
Haggai. Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tpmarout) sold their house,
which had been bought from Bagazusht son of Plyrthéir son-in-law, Ananiah
son of Haggai. The document mentions the dathisfcontract as “On the Tof
Thoth, the & year of Artaxerxes the king.” Concerning thisedatraeling writes,
“On the 12" of Thoth of the & year of Artaxerxes Il on December 12, 402 B.C.”
(Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.) The “Artaxerxes” mened in this document
was, no doubt, Artaxerxes | according to Boulosdya

Papyrus BM, No. 13 was a letter, written by Shew&/ishlah his lord. In
this fragmentary letter, we understand that thg kihancient Egypt, Amyrtaeus —
the only king in the 28 Dynasty —passed away and Nepherites became the new
king of Egypt, establishing the “Egyptian Dynasty. The letter did not bear any
date. However, because it mentions some of therlual events related to the
death of Amyrtaeus, we can date it to 399 B.C. (fitte of Amyrtaeus was from
405/404 B.C to 399 B.C.).

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 14, 15, 16, aidare all fragments.
Kraeling read and translated these fragments,thwas very difficult to gain any

historical or cultural facts from them.
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Part One

The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyi

and the Scholars
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A. The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyi by
Emil G. Kraeling and his successors along with a dique of this
arrangement by the author of this study

The first problem which Emil G. Kraeling faced wasw to arrange the
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. He chose to categothem according to
their subjects. Kraeling noticed that the relasinip between Ananiah son of
Azariah and the rest of his family was complicatedpecially the relationship
between Ananiah and his wife, who was a slave teHdbam son of Zakkur, and
Ananiah’s relations with the other members of te@idh community. Kraeling
also noticed that some contracts of marriage oorde’ were missing. Then he
writes that: “The history of this family was intelated and confusing.” Kraeling
met many difficulties when he attempted to categothe papyri in chronological
order because of missing information. This wadfitisé problem he encountered.

Kraeling decided to arrange the Brooklyn MuseumisrAaic papyri in
chronological order starting with the first docurgamhich was written on July 6,
451 B.C. (p. 131), “At the direction of Mika” (BM: 1L0), who said to “Anani son
of Azariah, 1] hn of Yahu in Yeb, saying: ‘Thou hgs/en me silver, 5 shekels, as
the price of the hira of thine about which thoustlidring complaint against me.” ”
(BM 1: 2-4).

The second document was written on July 3, 449 BC140) by Ananiah
son of Azariah, Ihn of Yahu the god who is in Y&k fortress, to Meshullam son
of Zakkur, Aramaen of Syene,...saying: “l have com&uhee that thou mightest
give to me Tamut by name who (is) thy handmaidemarriage.” (BM 2: 2-3).

The third document was written in September 14, BZ7. (BM, p. 153) by
Bagazusht son of Bzw and the woman Ubil daughte&atibar; 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, B34. (BM, p. 167), by
Ananiah son of Azariah to his wife Tamut, giving bher “half of the two
compartments and the chamber of the house.” (BB) .4:

The fifth document was written on June 12, 427 BEBM, p. 178), by
Meshullam son of Zakkur, who released Tpmt (Tamatld her daughter
Yehoyishma from their positions as slaves. (BM )2

The sixth document was dated on July 11, 420 BC191) and was written
by Anani son of Azariah, to his daughter Yehoyishre& he had given her [a
house?]. (BM 6: 2-3).

The seventh document was written on October 2, BZD. (p. 201) by
Ananiah b. Haggai who said to Zakkur b. Meshulldhhave come to thy house
and asked of thee the woman Yehoyishma (by name}ister, for marriage. And
thou didst give her to me.” (BM 7: 3-4).

The eighth document “is dated October 22, 416 By the Babylonian
calendar and September"2By the Egyptian.” (BM, p. 224). This document was
related to Uriah son of Mahseiah, who said to Zakkon of Meshullam
“Yedoniah, by name, son of Thw’ [the servant ointhi who thou didst give to
me... | Uriah —or a son or daughter of mine, or beotbr sister of mine or anyone
of mine — am not able to oppress him (again) dawes (BM 8: 2-5).

The ninth document “must therefore be November4®g, B.C.” (BM, p.
235). This document was written “On thé"2f Marheshwan, that is the 2@lay
of Mesore, the % year of Artaxerxes the king, at that time said winson of
Azariah, Ihn of Yahu, the god in Yeb the fortresgthe woman Yehoyishma, his
daughter, saying: “I have taken thought of themjynlife and | have given to thee
part of my house which | bought with silver and wégrice | gave. | have given it
to thee as my drmy.” (BM 9: 1-3).

15



In the tenth document,“The family history makesagparent that this is
Artaxerxes Il (404-358 B.C.), so the date is Ma®¢h0, 402 B.C.” (Horn/Wood,;
Parker March 28, 401 B.C.) (BM, p. 247). This dmemt was written “On the 30
of Adar, that is the '8day of Koihak, the "8 year of Artaxerxes the king, at that
time said Anani son of Azariah, the Ihn of Yahu tfed in Yeb the fortress, to
Yehoyishma his daughter saying: “I have given thée) House.” (BM 10: 1-2).

In No. 11: “Month of Thoth, year 4 of Artaxerxesetking, at that time in
Syene the fortress said Anani son of Haggai soMe&sghullam, a Jew of the dgl
(detachment) of Nabukudurri to Pahnum son of Bs’Asamaean of Syene of that
dgl, thus saying: ‘Il come to thee in thy house yer&, the fortress and | borrowed
from thee and thou didst give to me spelt 2 per@sl2) seah.”” (BM 11: 1-3). In
this document, “The king referred to is the secAndxerxes and hence the year is
402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.) and the fil@y of Thoth was December
1% (BM, p. 259).

In No. 12: “On the 12 of Thoth the 4 year of Artaxerxes the king, att tha
time said Anani son of Azariah, the Ihn of Yahug dime woman Tamut (Tpmt) his
wife, IThnh of Yahu the god who dwells in Yeb thetfess, to Anani b. Haggai,
Aramaean of Yeb the fortress, of the dgl (detachjneinNabukudurri, saying: “I
and Tpmt, daughter of Pethu, the two of us, have aod given over to you our
house which we bought with silver from BagazushPlyn,” Silverman. (BM 12:
1-4). This document was written, according to Kirael “On the 12' of Thoth of
the 4" year of Artaxerxes Il, or December™ 202 B.C.” ( Horn/Wood, Parker,
401 B.C.) (BM, p.268)
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B. The scholars who accepted and followed Emil G.ndeling in his
theories, that “the rule of Artaxerxes” referred to Artaxerxes Il in

the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. This author beleves it was
Artaxerxes the First.

1. Pierre Grelot:

In 1972, Pierre Grelot published all the Aramaicwoents under the title
“Documents Araméens D’Egypte.” His volume includbe Brooklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri, which had previously been publishgKraeling in 1953. In his
book, Grelot adopts the same arrangement of BM ragllkg, which starts with
document No. 1, written in 451 B.C., and ends Wt5s. 9, 10, 11 and 12, which
were written during the rule of Artaxerxes.

Grelot considers the “Artaxerxes” in the papyrib® the second and dates
the papyri as follows: No. 9 in 404 B.C., No. 10402 B.C., No. 11 in 402 B.C,,
and No. 12 in 402 B.C. and that means the docunuér@$! No. 9 to No. 12 were
written between 404 B.C. and 402 B.C. This is $laene arrangement which
appears in Kraeling’s BM publication.

Grelot writes the following concerning the rule Aftaxerxes Il, who was
followed by the rule of AmytaeusAVec ce document (BM.12) se termine tout ce
gue nous savons d’un historie familiale commencéd=i. On est arrivé a la 4e
année d’Artaxerxés Il. Peu de temps aprés, Amgééeendra maitre de 'Egypte

entiére, et la garnison juive d’Eléphantine passsoas sa coupe(DAE, p. 262).

17



2. Bezalel Porten:

Bezalel Porten published and republished numeratisles and books
related to the Aramaic papyri discovered in Egypt dhe life of the Jewish
community in Elephantine and Aswan. In his remh®d papyri of the Brooklyn
Museum Aramaic Papyri, he used the same arrangeuossat by Kraeling for
numbering the Aramaic papyri, starting with Nowhich was written in 451 B.C.,
and ending with Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12.

Porten asserts these last four papyri were writtetween 404 B.C. and
402/401 B.C. He believes that the Persian kinguéatxes, who was mentioned in
documents 9, 10, 11 and 12, is Artaxerxes the Skand not Artaxerxes the First.

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

Ancient Military Colony,Porten emphasizes the same opinion as Kraelinghba
above-mentioned “Artaxerxes” is Artaxerxes the ®eco(AFE, pp. 220-234).

Porten dedicated a chapter about “Ananiah b. Azafi@mple official, married to
an Egyptian handmaiden.” In this chapter and thleviang chapters of his book,
he used the same numbering of each Aramaic docuaseiitappears in BM of
Kraeling (pp. 200-234).

In another book Porten wrote with Joan C. Greeafidéws of Elephantine

and Arameans of Syene, Aramaic Texts with Trarmlathey followed the same

papyri arrangement used by Kraeling for the BM AasmPapyri. The authors
say: “The first document concerns an unidentifiabigect.” (Kraeling 1). The

second is the marriage contract between AnanialoEézariah and the slave girl
Tamut (K2). The seventh is about the marriagereattbetween their daughter
Jehoishma and Ananiah son of Haggai (K7). Thé fifocument sets forth the
emancipation of Tamut and Jehoishma (K5) whileelesenth document is a loan

contract drawn up by Ananiah son of Haggai (K1Bix documents concern a

18



house bought by Ananiah son of Azariah (K3), giiemart over the year to his
wife (K4), and daughter (K6, 9,10), and finally @ab his son-in law Ananiah son
of Haggai (K12).

In their studies of these documents, Porten ancer@iedd arrange them
according to their related subject and used theesaumber for each document as
it appears in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic PapyrKogeling.

Both Porten and Greenfield give the date on whiabhedocument was
written under chapter 2: Archive of the temple gervAnaniah (451-402 B.C.E.)
pp. 33-35; (K1) July 6, 451 B.C.E.; (K2) July 13HB.C.E.; (K3) September 14,
434 B.C.E.; (K4) October 30, 434 B.C.E.; (K5) Jur 424 B.C.E.; (K6) July 11,
420 B.C.E.; (K7) October, 420 B.C.E.; (K9) Novemi®%, 404 B.C.E.; (K10)
March 9, 402 B.C.E.; (K11) December, 402 B.C.E.1ZK December, 13, 402
B.C.E. (p. 33).

The author of this study will put forth an altenmatdating for each of these
documents later in this article. Bezalel Portenhia article “A New Look -
Aramaic Papyri and Parchment,” in BApring 1979, pp.74-103, followed the
same numbering system used by Kraeling, whichestdrom Kraeling No. 1 up to
Kraeling No. 12. (p. 75).

Porten suggests in this article (“A New Look,” @) Qhat the temple of the
god Yahu was rebuilt, “In his appeal to Bagohi goee of Judah, Jedaniah, head
of the Elephantine Jewish community, had askedaftetter recommending that
their destroyed Temple be built and its cult bestalgished as before. (Cowley
AP, No. 30: 24ff).”

“A similar appeal had been made to Deliah and&helh, son of Sanballat,
governor of Samania. After turning a deaf ear toearier appeal. Bagohi now
joins Deliah in giving an oral recommendation.dtthis which is recorded in our

memorandum” (“A New Look,” p. 96).
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In April 1982, Bezalel Porten and H.Z. Szubin pshéd an article
“Abandoned Property in Elephantine, A New Interatiein of Kraeling 3,” in
JNES vol. 41, pp. 123-131. This article again empl&yaeling’s arrangement of
the Aramaic papyri. In the introduction of thigiele the authors write, “The
Aramaic archive of Anani b. Azariah, servitor ofetltemple of YHW at
Elephantine contains at least eleven document4-7K9-12). Six of these pertain
to the transfer, in whole (K3, 12) or in part (K&4,9, 10) of a single house.” (p.
123).

Another article by Porten and Szubin published ASBR February, 1988,
pp. 29-45, under the title “A Life Estate of UsuwdftuA New Interpretation of
Kraeling 6,” also uses the same arrangement foratibhive of Ananiah son of
Azariah as that used by Kraeling.

After the publication of the previous article, Begdorten and Ada Yardeni
published the TAD p.vii, in which they consider the Anani Archive dating
between 456-402 B.C. Both of them used the folhgmumbers for the papyri
published by Kraeling: B 3.2 Kraeling 1 page 583.B Kraeling 2 page 60; B 3.4
Kraeling 3 page 64; B 3.5 Kraeling 4 page 68; B Rréeling 5 page 72; B 3.7
Kraeling 6 page 74; B 3.8 Kraeling 7 page 78; B Bt8eling 8 page 84; B 3.10
Kraeling 9 page 86; B 3.11 Kraeling 10 page 90;.BRXraeling 12 page 94; B
3.13 Kraeling 11 page 98.

They consider:

Papyri No. 9: was written “On the 24f Marcheshvan that is the 28lay of
Mesore, year 1 of King Artaxerxes.”

Papyri 10: “On the 2Dof Adar, that is the'8day of Chirak, year 3 of King
Artaxerxes.”

Papyri 11. was written in: “(in the) month of Thetlear 4 of King
Artaxerxes.”
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Papyri 12: Written “On the 2of Thoth, year 4 of King Artaxerxes.”

Such an arrangement of the papyri, by Porten anders was close to that
used by Kraeling, especially the last four docuseBM, Nos. 9, 10, 12 and 11.
Porten and Yardeni suggested that No. 9 was writteghe year 1: No. 10 in the
year 3; No. 12 in the year 4, and No. 11 in the yleaf the king Artaxerxes. Both
of their authors believed that the king referredntahe papyri as Artaxerxes was
the Persian king Artaxerxes the second.

Porten, in his article “Did the Ark Stop at Elephaa?”, arranges the
Aramaic papyri of the Brooklyn Museum which relatedthe houses of Ananiah
son of Azariah identically to the system used bpefing. In this article, Porten
believes that the temple of the god YHW “was de&doin 410 B.C. by Egyptian
priests of the ram-god Khnum and their allies inragance with the local Persian
governor, an evil man named Vidranga.” (p. 63).

After this, Porten states that the temple was teld#inally, on December
13, 402 B.C.E. Anani and his wife Tamut sell theid®to their son-in-law. The
temple of YHW still lies to the west...We now have WH dwelling in
Elephantine. Is this an indication that by thieej in 402 B.C.E., the Jews had
rebuilt their house of YHW that lay across the ettPd~rom this document, it would
appear so.” (p. 76).

In his book, EPIEPorten utilizes the same chronological arrangésnas,
the Aramaic Papyri of the Brooklyn Museum did fbe tArchive of Ananiah son
of Azariah. Porten also supports Kraeling's viéattpapyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12

were written during the rule of Artaxerxes Il nottéxerxes |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 & tBrooklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri published in 1953 by Emil G. Kraglireven though it has been
accepted by a good number of scholars, includingGinsberg, Bezalel Porten
and Pierre Grelot. However, it is time to revigits original classification and
upgrade it.

The reasons that the author of this article rejsatdh an arrangement could

be summarized as follows:

1. In the second document of BM, written in 449 B.Bnaniah son of
Azariah asked Meshullam son of Zakkur for the hahdamut to be his wife.
Meshullam son of Zakkur was the owner of Tamut shd was described as the
handmaiden of Meshullam son of Zakkur and he washeofather of Tamut.

From document BM, No. 12, written in 402/401 B.@g know that the
father of Tamut was Pethu. Ananiah son of Azavials sure that Tamut was a
slave of Meshullam son of Zakkur. In BM, No. 5,ak€ling writes the following
about this document, which was written on June 427 B.C. “is a deed of
manumission made out directly to the female slapmftTand including with her,
her daughter Yehoyishma...”

Meshullam gives this woman and her child their dicza. (BM, p. 178). In
the same document BM, No. 5, it is mentioned ttatthat time said Meshullam,
son of Zakkur,...to the woman Tpmt (Tmut) by names Hiandmaiden, upon
whose hand is a mark, on the right, thus: “(belogpito Meshullam” saying: |
have taken thought for thee in my life. | have gamd released thee (effective) at
my death, and | have released Yehoyishma by ndopelaughter.” (BM 5: 1-4).
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Now we are sure that Tamut and her daughter Yehwyisere emancipated
and no longer slaves. In document BM, No. 12 emitbn the 12 of Thoth of the
4" year of Artaxerxes the Second from the year 4@ d.401 B.C. telling us that
Tpmt was the wife of Ananiah son of Azariah, ddsedi her as Pr(d?)ypt of
Meshullam b. Zakkur (12: 11). In the same docunidvit No. 12 line 24 Tpmt
(Tamut) was described as a handmaiden (?) to Meshll. Zakkur.

The previous sentence translates as follows: “lam\nand Tpmt, my wife
who was “gawwa” to Meshullam b. Zakkur, who gave te me in marriage.”
(BM 12: 24-25). From the last sentence we cdrttiat Tamut was still under the
authority of Meshullam son of Zakkur, who was hemer, and was responsible
for her. In document BM, No. 5 written in 427 B.8er owner, Meshullam son of
Zakkur, gave Tamut and her daughter Yehoyishma tredom.

In document BM, No. 12, written in 402/401 B.C.,akhng incorrectly
asserts this was under the reign of King Artaxerkes Second. | consider this
document from the time of Artaxerxes the First #mat it was written in 462/461

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

2. The second reason that the Brooklyn Museum Ai@afapryi should be
rearranged from Kraeling’'s system is based upon selolarly research. For
example, in the BM, No. 7, written on October 2042.C. (p. 201) by Ananiah
son of Haggai who married Yehoyishma, the daugbtéknaniah son of Azariah,
whose mother was Tamut and whose brother was Palti.

Ananiah son of Haggai asked for the hand of Yehwoyge from Zakkur son
of Meshullam, the son of her previous owner Mestmlson of Zakkur. Why did
Ananiah son of Haggai not ask the previous ownefesfoyishma, for her hand in

marriage? Or her father, Ananiah son of Azariahttiat matter? Why not ask her
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mother Tamut, or her brother Palti? The most jikelason that these four people
weren’'t consulted on the issue of marriage is tiey were deceased already.

Meshullam son of Zakkur died after he wrote thé¢hfilocument of the
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri on June™1227 B.C. His name was not
mentioned in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Mpthe document of the
marriage of Yehoyishma in 420 B.C. Therefore, tlieces his death between 427
B.C. and 420 B.C.

What happened to Ananiah son of Azariah, his wientit, and their son
Palti?

Ananiah son of Azariah wrote the sixth documenBd on July 11, 420
B.C., giving his daughter Yehoyishma a portion f Inouse. But in the seventh
document of BM, which was written on October 2, £2@. by Ananiah son of
Haggai, who married Yehoyishma, the name of Anas@hof Azariah is absent.

This is strange, considering the fact he was ttleefeof Yehoyishma. This
leads us to believe that Ananiah son of Azariah pegbed away between the last
document BM, No. 6 which he wrote on July 11, £2C. and the writing of
document BM, No. 7 on October 2, 420 B.C. in whinek daughter’'s marriage is
discussed. Based on this, Ananiah son of Azarniath ldetween July 11, 420 B.C.
and October 420 B.C. After October 420 B.C., thehi@e of Ananiah son of
Azariah stopped and no documents survive dated @ftéober 420 B.C., which
were written by Ananiah son of Azariah.

Regarding Tamut, she died sometime after June 22 B4AC., (the date she
was emancipated according to BM, No.5 and beformléac 2, 420 B.C., when
her name was not mentioned in the document BM, Naf. the marriage of her

daughter Yehoyishma to Ananiah son of Haggai.
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Palti was the son of Ananiah son of Azariah; hathmr was Tamut and his
sister was Yehoyishma. In the document of the iangerof Yehoyishma; Ananiah
son of Haggai did not ask Palti for the hand ofisder, Yehoyishma, nor asked
her master Meshullam son of Zakkur because it abalsle that her father, her
mother Tamut, her brother Palti and her master Mi&sin son of Zakkur (died
between 427 and 420 B.C.) had all died alreadyanfah son of Haggai asked for
the hand of Yehoyishma from Zakkur son of Meshujléime son of the previous
owner of Yehoyishma and Tamut. (BM 7).

That means all the family of Ananiah son of Azanmaihst have passed away
except Yehoyishma. (See, Boulos Ayad, “The Histand Inheritance of the
Houses of Elephantine located on the Eastern didieeoJewish Temple and the
King's Street: Revisions of previous plans.” BR&I. 60, No. 4, October 2000,
p. 25).

Undoubtedly, Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos109, 11 and 12 were
written during the reign of the king Artaxerxes test between 465-461 B.C. and
not during the reign of the king Artaxerxes the @etbetween 405/404-402/401
B.C. as Kraeling suggested. The reason for thilsaisthe archive of Ananiah son
of Azariah stopped before October 420 B.C. becatigeaniah’s death.

25



The arrangement of thel_
._The arrangement of the Brooklyn
Brooklyn Museum Arama'CMuseum Aramaic Papyri according

Papyrl according to Emil G'to Boulos Ayad Ayad
Kraeling

Kraeling No.9 should be the first

No. 1 (451 B.C.) one written during Artaxerxes | (465 B.C.)

No. 2 (449 B.C.) Kraeling No. 10, Ayad No. 2 (46Z2B

No. 3 (437 B.C.)

Kraeling No.

11, Ayad No. 3 (461CB

No. 4 (434 B.C.) Kraeling No. 12, Ayad No. 4 (461CB
No. 5 (427 B.C.) Kraeling No. 1, Ayad No. 5 (451CB.
No. 6 (420 B.C.) Kraeling No. 2, Ayad No. 6 (449CB.
No. 7 (420 B.C.) Kraeling No. 3, Ayad No. 7 (431CB.
No. 8 (416 B.C.) Kraeling No. 4, Ayad No. 8 (434°B.
No. 9 (404 B.C.) Kraeling No. 5, Ayad No. 9 (42CB.
No. 10 (402 B.C.) Kraeling No. 6, Ayad No. 10 (R2.)
No. 11 (402 B.C)) Kraeling No. 7, Ayad No. 11 (R2.)
No. 12 (402 B.C.) Kraeling No. 8, Ayad No. 12 (B&.)

26



Part Two

Artaxerxes | or Artaxerxes Il
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The second problem Kraeling encountered was witmesalocuments
written during the rule of Artaxerxes, the Perslkdng of the Twenty-seventh
Dynasty. The papyri did not cite whether this Adees was Artaxerxes the First
or the Second. Kraeling, in his translation of @dyn Museum Aramaic Papyri
Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12, assumes that these papyei wugtten during the reign of
Artaxerxes the Second and not Artaxerxes the First.

The name of “Artaxerxes” was mentioned in BM, Na9follows: “On the
24" of Marcheswan, that is the 2@lay of Mesore, the*lyear of Artaxerxes the
king, at that time said Anani son of Azariah, Ihih¥Yahu, the god in Yeb the
fortress.”

A. Kraeling and Artaxerxes II:

Kraeling writes the following about the extensidrttee rule of Artaxerxes Il
in Egypt: “The fact that there was no dated Arangapyrus in the Sayce Cowley
or Sachau collections from the reign of Artaxerdeseemed to confirm Meyer’'s
date for the end of Persian rule in Egypt.” (BM1fl).

Kraeling writes in his study of Brooklyn Museum Rap “When | began
the study of the Brooklyn papyri and found that trafgshem were written under a
“King Artaxerxes” (in the years 1, 3, 4, 14, 16, 2&, and 38), | naturally assumed
that they were all from the time of Artaxerxes The family history involved,
however, soon convinced me that those dated ifirgtethird and fourth years of
Artaxerxes were later than the others and thatKimeg Artaxerxes” to whom they
refer was Artaxerxes I, who succeeded Darius thie spring of 404 B.C.” (BM,
p. 111).

“Thus, as has so often been the case, the datpsvate documents shed
unexpected light on historical matters. We leaomfthese new papyri that Persian
rule was still recognized at Elephantine on Deceanil2e 402 B.C. (According to
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S.H. Horn’s and L.H. Wood'’s date of Brooklyn No.;laut 401 according to
Richard A. Parker’s), and hence we must infer thatrule of Amyrtaeus, which
allegedly began in December, 405 B.C, did not ekxtever a great part of Egypt
during the first years of his reign, which must apqmately have coincided with
the first year of Artaxerxes II”. (BM, p. 111).

Then Kraeling tries to find support for his theooy the extension of
Artaxerxes II's rule over Egypt until 402/401 B.By using BM, No. 12 as his
source for the name of king Artaxerxes. This sup@ecording to Kraeling, came
from the Greek writer Xenophon in Mgiabasis(Anabasisll, 1, 14). According
to this, Kraeling writes: “The year 401, which begafew weeks after No. 12 may
have been written, is memorable in history as the o which Artaxerxes’
younger brother, Cyrus, made his attempt to ovewthnim. The story of that
revolt and of the odyssey of the Greeks, who ppdted on the side of Cyrus, was
given immortality by Xenophon in h&nabasis’

“The Greek author refers to the situation in Egppivo places Anabasidl,

[, 14). Some of the Greek leaders, after the dehtbyrus, were quite willing to
become the allies of Artaxerxes and suggestedfthatwishes to employ them in
an expedition against Egypt they would help himiaducing that country.” (BM,
pp. 111-112).

“Later Clearchus, in addressing the Persian ledtssaphernes, speaks of
the trouble caused to the latter by the Mysians Bmidans and of his own
readiness to be used against them and then addsfofAthe Egyptians, against
whom | perceive you are most incensed, | do notvgleat auxiliary force you
would use to chastise them better than that whiocbw have with me.” (BM, p.
112).

This statement of Clearchus gives the reader a gibeal that the Persian

leader Tissaphernes failed to gain Egypt for Antage Il following the death of
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Darius Il in 405 B.C. In this case, the rule ottaxerxes I, never extended into
Ancient Egypt. And the king, who ruled Egypt imnadly after Darius Il, was
the Egyptian king Amyrtaeus who established thentyweighth Egyptian dynasty
and ruled Egypt from 405 to 399 B.C.

Kraeling continues to prove his theory that Artaesr Il ruled Egypt after
Darius Il. Kraeling cites BM, No. 12, which wasitten in the fourth year of
Artaxerxes, as taking place during the region ofakerxes Il. Then Kraeling
continued his discussion, suggesting “that Egwat dinly very recently passed out
of Persian control.” (BM, p. 112).

Then Kraeling hypothesizes, “Had Tissapherness leahimself of
Clearchus’ offer, it might have saved Egypt fordfeeiand have favorably affected
the destinies of the Jewish colony at Elephanti(i@M, p. 112). One can answer
Kraeling and say: if Tresaphernes accepted the off€learchus, then Clearchus
was going to mention this. But it seems that teesians were defeated and the
Egyptian revolution, which began around 415 B.Caiagt Darius Il, continued.
After the death of Darius Il in 405 B.C., Amyrtadaescame the king of Egypt.

But Kraeling guesses, “Amyrtaeus would probably endaeen crushed.”
(BM, p. 112). If “Amyrtaeus would probably havedmecrushed” according to
Kraeling, that means the Persians would have caeduam and put an end to the
revolution and Amyrtaeus. But Amyrtaeus was siive and became the king of
Egypt. How?

Now Kraeling used the Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, did 12 of the
Brooklyn Museum to support his theory that theyeveritten during the reign of
Artaxerxes Il. Kraeling finds some additional exmte that the Brooklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were writtenrdy the rule of Artaxerxes II,

in accordance with his study. He points to the marhAnaniah son of Azariah
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and notes that this name appears thus in earlgyrpavhile in later papyri, it
appears in an abbreviated form as Anani son ofiaza(BM 9, p.235).

Other evidence which Kraeling used to support heoty was the mention
of the name of Nabukudurri, who was superintendémt dgl in BM, Nos. 11 and
12. He says that these were written in a lateiogeand that he believes that the
“King Artaxerxes” who was mentioned in these twqya was Artaxerxes Il.
Kraeling uses the two papyri of Brooklyn Museum N@4& and 12 as strong
evidence to support his theory that the name okihg Artaxerxes cited in these
two papyri must be Artaxerxes Il. (See, Ayad, JAR.103-104).

These two papyri ignored the Babylonian calendad aited only the
Egyptian calendar. Kraeling explains this when mges, “Our text limits itself to
a purely Egyptian dating (month of Thoth) and doesmention the calendar day;
perhaps the suggestion made in the case of Nat#htd new-moon day is meant
Is applicable here as well.... It seems quite clear tbe basis of general
considerations that the king referred to is thesddArtaxerxes and hence the year
is 402 B.C. (Horn/Wood; Parker, 401 B.C.), and ftlwet day of Thoth was
December I.” (BM, p. 259, No. 11).

Then, in 1961, Kraeling published an article unther title “New Light on
the Elephantine Colony” in BA. He speaks in thiscée about Yeb and Syene,
Elephantine in Egyptian history, the story of thiscdvery of the Brooklyn
Museum Papyri, the pioneers who published the éddghantine Aramaic Papyri,
and finally, his role working with the Brooklyn Mesm in preparing these papyri
for publication. (See: New Light...pp.128-136).

Kraeling went through contents of each papyrudjngtawith No.1, which
was written “in the reign of Artaxerxes |, July 6M4B.C.; No. 2, written two years
later, July 13, 449 B.C.; No. 3, of September 137 B.C.; No .4, of October 30,
434 B.C.; No. 5, of June 12, 427 B.C., No. 6, ofyJul, 420 B.C.; No. 7, of
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October 2 in the same year (420 B.C.); No. 8. eeieptember 22 or October 22,
416 B.C.; Nos. 9 to 12 have a peculiar importanee@ to their dates. When |
began to study them, | placed them first chronalally because they were dated
in the first, third and fourth year of Artaxerxes.naturally thought that the king
referred to was Artaxerxes |, since Persian rul&gypt was held to have ended
with Darius II.” “However, the family history of #aniah bar Azariah can be
understood only if Nos. 9 to 12 are later than ditiger texts, and from this it
follows that the Artaxerxes of these three textsstrhave been Artaxerxes II.”
(See: New Light...pp.137-139).

Kraeling, according to his previous opiniortareed to discuss the
documents with the double dates as “The synchronisthe double dates in Nos.
9 to 12 provides still further proof if that wereeded. Thus the dates of the texts
attain a historical significance, they prove thhe tPersians rule over Egypt
continued until the end of 402 B.C.-the winter efthe rebellion of Cyrus the
younger and th&nabasisof Cyrus made immortal by Xenophon.

After the death of Cyrus, the leaders of the Gre&keditionary force
offered their services to the Persians for a cagmpaigainst Egypt to assist in
reducing it; the Persian supreme commander is dbescas being more incensed
at the Egyptians than at other rebels (XenophorbAdd.1; 14-5, 13). It seems
certain therefore that Egypt shook off Persiangsdece only when the revolt of

Cyrus was imminent or in full swing.” (See: New hig..p.139).
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B. Artaxerxes | or Artaxerxes I

Undoubtedly, the Persian king who is mentioned iraeting, Brooklyn
Museum Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 is tees the First (465-
462/461 B.C.), not Artaxerxes the Second (404-40P/8.C.), as Kraeling
suggests. This opinion of Kraeling is an errort thas been repeated by other
scholars including Ginsberg, Porten, Grelot anckiotespected researchers in the
field.

The evidence for this:
1. From the Aramaic Papyri:

a. Ananiah son of Azariah left us his archive, whiecluded 13 Aramaic
papyri. In papyrus No.6, Ananiah gave his daughienoyishma a house. This
document was written in July 1420 B.C. Then in contract BM, No. 7, written
on October %" 420 B.C. Ananiah son of Haggai said to Zakkur sbMeshullam,

‘I have come to thy house and asked of thee theamoxfehoyishma (by name),
thy sister, for marriage. And thou didst give hente.” (BM, 7: 1-4)

Why did Ananiah son of Haggai ask Zakkur son of Mgisam for the hand
of (his sister in BM, No. 7) Yehoyishmand not her father, Ananiah son of
Azariah or her mother, Tamut, or her brother Pallihe reason must be that
Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away betweendhigact which he wrote on
July 11, 420 B.C. and the marriage contract of dasighter Yehoyishma on
October 2, 420 B.C. Both his wife Tamut and soti Rad died prior to July 19,
420 B.C.

According to such information, we can see thatAhghive of Ananiah son
of Azariah stopped before Octobéf, 2420 B.C. (BM, 7). After this date, Ananiah

* who called her in BM, No. 7 his sister, but intfabe 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. Thenraots BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11
and 12 should be considered from the reign of Astees | (465-462/461 B.C.)
and not from the time of Artaxerxes Il (404-402 B.&s Kraeling, Porten, Grelot
and others have suggested.

b. On June 12, 427 B.C. Meshullam son of Zakkuwl sgaithe woman Tpmt
(Tamut) by name, his handmaiden, upon whose haadnark, on the right, thus:
“belonging to Meshullam” saying: | have taken thbutpr thee in my life. | have
gone and released thee (effective) at my death| hade released Yehoyishma by
name, thy daughter.” (BM 5: 2-4).

We understand from this contract that Tpmt (Tanth® wife of Ananiah
son of Azariah was a slave of Meshullam son of Zakkvho gave her full
freedom on July 1% 427 B.C. But in contract BM, No. 12, which wastten,
according to Kraeling, on December 12, 402/1 B.@ind) the time of Artaxerxes
Il the following: “Said Anani son of Azariah, Ihnf &ahu the god, and Tpmt
(Tamut) his wife pr(d?)ypt of Meshullam b. Zakku(BM 12: 11-12). Concerning
the word pr(d?)ypt, Erichsen “suggests connectivegword with demotic pr-ip.t.
‘workhouse,’” and thinks it designates the slavaragimate of it.” (BM, p. 277).

In contract BM, No.5, Meshullam son of Zakkur omdul2, 427 B.C. gave
full freedom to Tpmt (Tamut); however, in BM, No,1®&ritten in 402/401 B.C.
during the reign of Artaxerxes Il, according to Kliag, considered Tpmt (Tamut)
pr (d?) ypt to be the slave of Meshullam b. Zakkur.

Undoubtedly, BM, No. 12 had to have been writtemirdy the rule of
Artaxerxes |, in 462/461 B.C. when Tpmt (Tamut) vgtif a slave of Meshullam
b. Zakkur. Meshullam son of Zakkur passed away $iomee after he wrote
contract BM, No. 5 in June 427 B.C., in which hesggdreedom to the woman
Tpmt (Tamut) and her daughter Yehoyishma, and betiloe contract BM, No.7,
which was written on October 2, 420 B.C., the namei contract of Ananiah b.
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Haggai and Yehoyishma, in which he asked for thedhaf Yehoyishma from
Zakkur son of Meshullam instead from of her presgionaster, Meshullam son of
Zakkur. It seems that Meshullam son of Zakkur pdssway after 427 B.C. and
before October 2, 420 B.C. This proves that ndreats related to Ananiah son of
Azariah were written after 420 B.C.

c. The Aramaic term “gawwa” or “gowwa” (BM 12: 24nd the term
“‘pr(d?)ypt” (BM 12: 11) are both used as titlesateglg to Tamut, the wife of
Ananiah son of Azariah. These two titles indicdtat she had a strong
relationship with her master Meshullam son of Zakkdeshullam insisted in
contract BM 12 that he had his legal right conaggrifamut as a woman owned by
him.

| believe the contract (BM No. 12) was written dgrithe fourth year of the
rule of Artaxerxes, whom the author of this artiblelieves to be Artaxerxes the
First and that the contract was written in 461 B.The reason for this is that
Meshullam son of Zakkur in BM, No. 5, written in Z42gave Tamut her full
freedom. But Kraeling thinks that the contract BNA. 12 was written during the
fourth year of the King Artaxerxes whom he considethe Second. The fourth
year of the rule of this king is equivalent to 402/ B.C., during which time
Tamut was already dead, having passed away edrdigveen 427 and 420 B.C.

Again, this is based on the fact that she was rasttioned in the contract of
the marriage of her daughter Yehoyishma to Anas@h of Haggai. Then it was
impossible after her death, which had to have tgdane between the two dates
427 and 420 B.C, and after she had her freedom@7nB4AC. to have been slave of
Meshullam son of Zakkur in 402/401 B.C. AccordingKraeling, the contract of
BM, No.12 was written in 402/401 B.C. during théerof Artaxerxes Il instead of
Artaxerxes | in 462/461 B.C. This casts doubtdlmaccuracy of the dating and
ordering of Kraeling’s Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papy
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2. From the Classical Writers:

Alan Gardiner, in his book EOT®ffers different lists of the names of the
kings who ruled Egypt in its ancient times. Thésk were written by Manetho,
Africanus, and Eusebuis.

Manetho names “eight Persian kings”, the last oictvlwas Darius Il, who
ruled Egypt for nineteen years. He was followedngdiately by “Amyrteos” of
Sais who established the Egyptial'Z8/nasty. His rule lasted from 404-399 B.C.
The king who ruled after Amyrteos, according to Mno, was Nepherites | of the
29" Egyptian Dynasty. This king ruled six years.

We noticed that Manetho enumerated the names oPdnsian Kings who
ruled Egypt during the 27Dynasty, and he put Darius Il as the last one didd
not mention the name of the king Artaxerxes Il as of the Persian kings who
ruled Egypt after Darius the second (See, Ayad, pAT1).

Africanus, in his list, named eight Persian kingsowuled Egypt. The last
one was Darius Il, who ruled Egypt for nineteenrgeaAfricanus did not mention
the name of Artaxerxes Il as one of the Persiam&iwho ruled Egypt after Darius
[I. Diodorus of Sicily talked in detail about Ararxes |l, but says nothing of his
extending his rule over Egypt. If Artaxerxes lidhiadeed extended his rule over
Egypt, we would expect it would be noteworthy erfodigr Diodorus to mention
(See, Diodorus, 13:108-114; 14:1-34) (JAC, p. 111)

Eusebius marked the end of the Persian rule in £dypng the Twenty-
Seventh Dynasty with Darius Il, who ruled ninetgears from 424-404 B.C. If
the rule of Artaxerxes Il extended over Ancient figythere is no doubt that
Eusebuis would have made reference to him. (Seelitza, EOTR p. 452).

3. From the Offices of the Persian High Officials:

If the Persians’ high officials were under the eohof Artaxerxes Il during
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his rule which would have extended over Egypt afterdeath of Darius Il in 405-
404 B.C., according to Kraeling and the othersntiMay did they act counter to
the Persians’ interests?

For example, why did Waidrang stand against theskesommunity and the
Jewish garrison who were working under the Perking? No one can imagine
that the governor of Aswan, who worked for the Rerking, would have joined
forces with the ancient Egyptians and the priesth® god Khnum to destroy the
Jewish temple. Nor is it believable that this leradould order his son, Nephayan,
to destroy the Jewish Temple.

It is essential to remember that the Jewish garngas a part of the Persian
garrison of Elephantine. In 408 B.C., the goverabElephantine prtrk, whose
name was Waidrang, gave orders to his son, whorlbivagl of the garrison in the
fortress of Syene, to destroy the Jewish Templin@fgod Yahu on the Island of
Elephantine. He, along with the Egyptian prieststhe god Khnum and the
Egyptians, destroyed the Jewish Temple.

From this story found in the Aramaic Papyri, we tngaestion why the
Persian governor Waidrang, and his son Nephayarmghtoagainst the Jewish
garrison that was a part of the Persian garrisahsapported the Egyptians and
their priests in destroying the Jewish Temple amuisgcuting the Jews of
Elephantine and Aswan? The answer is this: Waglamd Nephayan knew the
days of Persian rule were nearing an end.

They were sure that the Egyptian revolution woulatead, reaching
Elephantine and Aswan as well as Upper Egypt. ietfwat, the revolution would
reach Lower Egypt, making an escape to the nortpogsible for the Persians.
This was the only reason for Waidrang and Nephagastand with the Egyptians

against the Jewish community allowing them to cardgitheir lives in Egypt. Both
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Waidrang and Nephayan recognized that Arsham ttrapseeturned to Persia in
408 B.C. and stayed there for the rest of his life.

In fact, we know that the Persian king who camerditarius | was Xerxes.
Xerxes appointed his brother Achaemenes (Herdotud, as a satrap to rule
Egypt, deputizing the king. In 465 B.C., Xerxesswdlled by Artabnos. Then
Artaxerxes | became the Persian king who ruled Egpring the rule of this
king, Achaemenes lost his life at the battle ofreaps. (Herodotus, 3: 12).

Arsham was appointed as satrap in Egypt deputi&mgxerxes |, after the
death of Achaemenes. (JAC, p. 90). What aboubther Persian high officials?
The revolution of the Egyptians started around 4Bl&. and continued until
Amyrtaeus became the king of Egypt following thattieof Darius Il in 405/404
B.C.. Artaxerxes Il never ruled Egypt. Scholarsénaot found a single document
nor any traces of his rule in Egypt.

If his rule had extended to Egypt, then Waidrand ais son would never
have acted as they did, and tried to befriend tipgpttans. However, they knew
that Arsham the satrap had left Egypt in 408 B.Ecause of the Egyptian
revolution. No one expected him to return to Egytd Artaxerxes Il never
appointed a new satrap to replace Arsham as higtgepruling Egypt. Waidrang
and his son Nephayan had to work for their own bene please the Egyptians
and their priests so that they could live in Egypthe end of their lives.

4. Evidence Provided by Modern Scholars:

Kraeling says the following of Amyrtaeus, the oBlgyptian pharaoh of the
Twenty-eighth Dynasty: “We learn from these new ywaghat Persian rule was
still recognized at Elephantine on December 12, B2 or 401...and hence we
must infer that the rule of Amyrtaeus, which alldlgebegan in December 405
B.C., did not extend over a great part of Egyptrduthe first years of his reign,
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which must approximately have coincided with thmstfiyears of Artaxerxes Il.”
(BM, p. 111).

In another location, Kraeling continues, “The yeafs Amyrtaeus were
naturally reckoned from the time when he first edipower at Sais.” (BM, p.
112). He continues: “According to recent chronglobis reign extended from
December 2, 405, to November 11, 399. The&&1Pamenhotep of his fifth year
thus must have been June 19, 400 B.C.” (BM, p..11I)en Kraeling comes to
this conclusion: “He therefore became ruler of @l EQypt some time after
December 12, 402, presumably in the following gpn summer, the time of the
Anabasisof Cyrus.... If one prefers Parker's date for No, i Elephantine
garrison would have maintained its loyalty to therdfan crown until December
401 at least.” (BM, p. 112).

In another place, Kraeling depends on a certaiteser cited by Xenophon
in his Anabasiswhich had led Kraeling to believe that the ruleAstaxerxes Il
extended over Egypt up to 402/401 B.C.. KraelingssaThe Greek author refers
to the situation in Egypt in two places. Somehsf Greek leaders, after the death
of Cyrus, were quite willing to become the alligsAotaxerxes and suggested that
if he wished to employ them in an expedition agalbgypt they would help in
reducing that country. Later Clearchus in addrgssthe Persian leader
Tissaphernes, speaks of the trouble caused taatteg by Mysians and Pisidians
and of his own readiness to be used against theintteen adds, ‘As for the
Egyptians, against whom | perceive you are moséneed, | do not see what
auxiliary force you would use to chastise themdyetihan that which | now have
with me.” ” Then Kraeling incorrectly asserts, tlggypt had only very recently
passed out of Persian control.” (BM, p. 112).

Kraeling continues his suggestion and questionsivenghe Persian leader

Tissaphernes had conquered Egypt, indicating heunasre. “Had Tissaphernes
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availed himself of Clearchus’ offer, it might hasaved Egypt for Persia and have
favorably affected the destinies of the Jewish mplat Elephantine.” (BM, p.
112).

After this, Kraeling theorizes that TissaphernesulMiohave conquered
Amyrtaeus, writing, “Amyrtaeus would probably habeen crushed.” (BM, p.
112).

In fact, the Persian leader Tissaphernes faileddain Egypt for the Persian
Empire and to extend the rule of King Artaxerxes Mfter the death of Darius Il
in 405/404 B.C., Amyrtaeus became the king of Egwito ruled ancient Egypt
for six years from 405/404 to 399 B.C. (BM, p. 112)

Cook, in his book, PEdescribes Artaxerxes Il 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 théyddng of the 28 Egyptian
Dynasty was Amyrtaeus (404 — 399 B.C.) (p. 394paiA, there is no mention of
Artaxerxes IlI. In another location in his book, heites the following about
Amyrtaeus, “In the same year that Darius |l die@4(4.C.), Amyrtaeus had
himself declared king and founded the twenty-elgyasty, which consisted only
of his own reign. After less than four years, nsver was recognized as far south
as Aswan, and his rule had even been accepted éoyldtvish community at
Elephantine. Not a single monument bearing hisenaad survived, however, and
practically nothing is known about his reign, whichme to an end in 398 B.C.
The apparent ease with which he took power andathmst complete lack of
response from Susa are both explained by the d&ui@y succession which
divided the Persians after the death of Darius(."371).

5. From the History of Ancient Egypt:
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The most important study concerning Nos. 9, 10add 12 of the Brooklyn
Museum Aramaic Papyri, which are a part of the Aehof Ananiah son of
Azariah translated by Kraeling, who believed tlet &forementioned papyri dated
from the first, third, and fourth years of Artaxesxthe Second. But Kraeling’'s
assertions were incorrect. In fact, the king meférto in the papyri was Artaxerxes
| and not Artaxerxes Il, based upon the followiegsons.

After the death of Darius Il in 405/404 B.C., werbdwo problems; the first
was discussed by Kraeling in his book on the Brgo®useum Aramaic Papyri,
where he asserts that Artaxerxes the Second swextdarius Il in 405/404 B.C.,
ruling Egypt until 402/401 B.C. The main rebuffttas is that “No remnants or
traces of Artaxerxes Il have been found in Egypt. yoreover, Egyptian
documents and inscriptions fail to make either iexpbr implicit references to this
King and the exclusion of his rule over Egypt.” GAp. 103).

Also, “No references to the effect of the extensbnthe rule of Artaxerxes
Il were ever made by ancient historians, either @&gy, such as Manetho, or
foreign, such as Herodotus, Diodorus Siculus or athers.” (JAC, p. 103).
Kraeling has tried to prove that papyri Nos. 9 aAdvere written under the rule of
Artaxerxes the Second, as well as papyri Nos. tl1&nof the Brooklyn Museum.
But all four of the papyri could be referring taethule of Artaxerxes the First, not
the Second. An examination of the papyri themsebtgpports the case that these
papyri were written during the earlier rule of Awaxes I. (JAC, pp. 104-105).
We notice “that Nos. 9 and 10 of the Brooklyn MuseAramaic collection have
both Egyptian and Babylonian calendars, togethén wie year of the reign of
king Artaxerxes. If this king was Artaxerxes leththe mention of the Babylonian
and Egyptian calendar were inevitable. PapyrusINis. dated the first year, and
papyrus No. 10 in the third year of the king’s reigin both years, 465 B.C. and
462 B.C., a state of stability prevailed, the hofdthe Persian king Artaxerxes |
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over Egypt was still strong, and there were no kdians. Hence, the mention of
both the Egyptian and Babylonian calendar togettidr the year of the Persian
king’s reigns is understandable. ” (JAC, pp. 108)10“If, on the other hand, the
king referred to in these two papyri, Nos. 9, afd i$ Artaxerxes Il as Kraeling
concludes, the scribe of the papyri should haverrefl to the Egyptian calendar
alone, as a result of the Egyptian revolution wistdrted the latter half of Darius
II's reign, when the expulsion of the Persian wasdming a certainty.” (JAC, p.
106).

Concerning papyri Nos. 11 and 12 of the Brooklyn sklum Aramaic
Papyri, we notice only the Egyptian Calendar anel ybar of the reign of the
Persian king Artaxerxes are mentioned. Both paasei dated during the fourth
year of the reign of Artaxerxes, which is the saa& for the papyrus No. 7 in
Cowley’s book, and which refers only to the Egypt@lendar. Both Sachau and
Cowley consider the papyrus to refer to the timAméxerxes | in 461 B.C. In the
same way, the two papyri Nos. 11 and 12, publigheHraeling, could be said to
refer to Artaxerxes | and not to Artaxerxes Il.

The reason “why the Babylonian calendar was ign@edost probably due
to the uprisings against the Persians, such asgetladt by Inarors who sought to
obtain the independence of Egypt during the refgArtaxerxes | in 461/ 460 B.C.
The initial victory of the Egyptian was, therefotbe reason why the Egyptian
calendar alone was thus used.” (JAC, p. 104). ‘fhesse reasons, it is quite
justifiable to consider the name of King Artaxerxegntioned in papyri 9, 10, 11
and 12 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic collectiors eeferring to King
Artaxerxes | and not to Artaxerxes Il.” (JAC, p5)0

We should consider the papyri from the Archive ofafiiah son of Azariah
staring with papyrus No. 9 as dating from the tiofieArtaxerxes | in 465 B.C.,
followed by No. 10 written in 463, and Nos. 11 dridwritten in 462/461 B.C.
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Thus, the correct interpretation of “Artaxerxes” ra$erring to Artaxerxes
the First, and not the Second, gives us as a newearlier dating for the BM
Aramaic Papyri Nos. 9 through 12. Furthermore mmle document of this
archive was written during the reign of ArtaxerkkesAll were written during the
time of Artaxerxes the First, starting with KragjiNo. 9, which should be No. 1 if
we are sorting chronologically.

The last document of this archive, correspondind<taeling No. 6, was
written by Ananiah son of Azariah in 427 B.C. t® ldaughter Yehoyishma, to
whom he gave a portion of a house.

Then we noticed that in the document written in 2. concerning
Yehoyishma’s marriage to Ananiah son of Haggait tex father Ananiah son of
Azariah, her mother Tpmt (Tamut) and her brothéti Bee never mentioned. That
tells us that all the family of Ananiah son of Aizdwr had passed away sometime
between 427 and 420 B.C. with the exception of Yediona.

All four documents of BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 evevritten during the
rule of Artaxerxes | (465/464-461/460 B.C.) and doting the reign of Artaxerxes
[l (405/404 B.C.). Artaxerxes Il ruled only Persiad not Egypt. The theories of
Kraeling were adopted by scholars and influencediymariters from different
countries, most notably H.L. Ginsberg. After Kraglpublished his book BNh
1953, Ginsberg, published an article the followyegr. It had the same title as the
book of Kraeling, “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papgypublished in the
JAOS, Vol. 74, No. 3, 1954, pp. 153-162. Ginskbsrgports Kraeling’s study and
both believe that Artaxerxes Il ruled Egypt immeela after the death of Darius
[I. Ginsberg writes the following: “Moreover, wheas the previously known
papyri from the Jewish community of Elephantineedanly from the reign of
Xerxes, Artaxerxes |, and Darius Il, most of Brogkpapyri are dated in the first,

and fourth years of a King Artaxerxes, whom intéragidence proves to be
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Artaxerxes Il...It now appears that in Upper Egyptakerxes Il continued to be
acknowledged king through the year 402 or 401 B.Glkid, p. 154).

Then Ginsberg starts to analyze each documenteoBtboklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri. He dates the papyri as follows: Blpdated 451; No. 2, dated
449; No. 3, dated 437; No. 4, dated 434; No. Sedld@?27; No. 6 , dated July 11,
420, No. 7, dated Oct. 2 420; No. 8, dated 416; Nalated 404; No. 10, dated
March 402; No. 11, dated December 1, 402; No. akdiDecember 12, 402 (pp.
156-162).
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Part Three

Who Ruled Ancient Egypt After the Death

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

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

Kraeling tries to prove that King Amyrtaeus rulegyft after Artaxerxes I,
who became the Persian ruler immediately afteidéegh of Darius Il in 405/404.
Kraeling claims that Artaxerxes Il ruled Egypt frot84 B.C. until 402/401 B.C.
and then Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt from 402/401 B.Gil 899 B.C. This author
rejects this chronology.

Kraeling writes in support of his theory: “but hahall we understand the
fact that a reign of six years was assigned to Aaeys by the ancient
chronologists? The tradition is substantiated by Aramaic papyrus A.P. 35,
dated in the summer of his fifth year. We mustpaige that Amyrtaeus himself
stressed the idea that his sovereignty had begtmtie end of the reign of Darius
[I. But this is idealism rather than realism. IHey have held power from
December 405 to December 402 over a part of LovggpEfrom a haven in the
Delta such as that described by Herodotus (11.140jch allegedly remained
undiscovered “until the time of Amyrtaeus” (the eebf 455 B.C., and perhaps the
grandfather of the king of whom we here are spegkinThe Brooklyn Papyri
prove that until the winter preceding the anabakSyrus in 401 B.C., the military
colony at Elephantine still owed allegiance to Aeixes Il, and that apparently
signifies that the communications from Palestin&gypt and up the Nile were in
Persian hands at that time.” (Kraeling, New Ligig,138-139).

Then Kraeling writes: “Papyrus No. 9 is dated Nokem5, 404 B.C....
papyrus No. 10 of March 9, 402 B.C....No. 11, dateatémber 2, 402 B.C...No.
12, December 13, 402 B.C.” (Kraeling, New Light, d89-140) “No. 13 is a
letter... for this letter alludes to the capture (a®hth?) of King Amyrtaeus and
the accession of Nepherites |, founder of the Twamth Dynasty, at Memphis in
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the month of Epiphi.” The letter bears only a nodate “fifth of Epiphi,” but if
Nepherites’ official reign began in December 339nust date from October 1,
399 B.C. (Kraeling, New Light, p. 140). “It is thietter which in all probability
sounded the death-knell for Elephantine colony.”

“The Jews had been apparently left undisturbed tmyraeus, as is shown
by the papyrus AP, No. 35, dated under him (June4@@ B.C.). This rise of a
new dynasty under Nepherites, however, was an amiewent. For the Twenty-
ninth Dynasty came from Mendes, where the ram-gad supreme, and it stands
to reason that it took great interest in the ram-gbnum of Elephantine and gave
heed to the wishes of its priesthood. The Yahuyterwas a thorn in their flesh;
they had sought to get rid of it in 410 and punishtrhad been meted out to the
conspirators. It is plausible to suppose thatetkistence of the Jewish colony was
terminated soon after the rise of the new dynastythat it is for this reason that
no later records have come to light from Elephantir{Kraeling, New Light
pp.140-141).

Under the title “The Restoration of the Jewish TanipKraeling continues
his discussion concerning the rebuilding of the idawiemple; “the previously
published Elephantine papyri left unanswered thestion whether the Jewish
colony succeeded in getting its temple restoreck ldtommendation of Bagoas
and Delaiah, the son of Sanballat of Samaria, tieltit should be done, but with a
thinly veiled implication that bloody sacrifice siid not be permitted there.
However, the interim between 408 (the date of tagdas letter, AP, No. 30) and
supposed end of Persian rule seemed so short thedreE Meyer could express
doubts as to whether the temple was reopened.”

“The new Brooklyn papyri establish the fact that temple was rebuilt, for
we find it in existence in the latest of the fultlated documents (No. 12 of

December 402 B.C.). Not only does this text mentize temple of Yahu but it
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speaks of Yahu as “The god who dwells in Yeb thé&dss,”...The important list
on the temple contributors (A.P. 22) is dated ie fifth year of an unspecified
king, who, in my opinion, is to be identified withmyrtaeus, and thus further
substantiates the existence of the temple as wtéhe@ summer of 400 B.C.”
(Kraeling New Light, p. 143).

Kraeling also came to the following conclusion: Weé are right in our belief
that the Elephantine colony and temple came tondnrethe reign of Nepherites |
(December 1, 399-November 29, 393) it may be saichdve expired at an
appropriate moment, when a drill-sergeant of righsmess, backed by Persian
political authority, was about to subject his peopb a fateful legislation...”
(Kraeling, New Light, p. 144).

B. Did the Documents of the Brooklyn Museum AramaicPapyri
Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 change the history of Ancielagypt?

The fourth problem which Kraeling met was relatedtlie documents of
Brooklyn Museum Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12. Did theseudhents of Ananiah son of
Azariah change the history of Ancient Egypt?

This problem started when Kraeling published hiskbBrooklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri. In his book, he asserted his opinion that Artagsmt the Persian
king ruled Egypt until 402/401 B.C. followed byetmeign of Amyrtaeus. That
would mean that Amyrtaeus ruled Egypt for about gwears from 402/401 until
399 B.C. (p. 200). However, based on scholarlyssssents of the chronology of
the Ancient Egyptian rulers, this is incorrect. Yaaeus ruled for a longer time
than Kraeling suggests.

The reader will find the opinion of Kraeling in tif@lowing statements: “In

any case the words of Xenophon show that Amyrta&ssobtaining control of the
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country in the spring of 401, though Persian formey still have held the northern
approaches.” (BM, p. 112). This study is offerecdus by Kraeling, according to
Diodorus X1V, 35, it tells us how Amyrtaeus congeetthe Persians.

Kraeling continues his study: “It is easy to seeavhb was possible for
Amyrtaeus to succeed, in spite of Artaxerxes’ vigtat Cunaxa. The Egyptian
Tamos, governor of Cilicia under Cyrus, had flethvwhe fleet and the treasures of
his province to “Psammetichus (error for Amyrtaglks)g of the Egyptians, and
was slain by him. Amyrtaeus thus secured money smgds with which to
establish his power.” (BM, p. 112). Then Kraeliogntinues his historical study
and writes, “When A.P. 35 was written he was obsiputhe acknowledged
sovereign at Elephantine. This document is dated2(f' of Pamenhotop in his
fifth year. The years of Amyrtaeus were naturadigkoned from the time when he
first seized power at Sais.” (BM, p. 112).

Kraeling asserts, “That Amyrtaeus when he rulediltgypt, that happened
after December, 402 B.C.” (JAC, p. 102) and “tha tule of Amyrtaeus, which
started in 405 B.C., was not extended over all Egypring the early years of his
rule,” (JAC, p. 102) and “that the papyrus dated fiith year of the reign of
Amyrtaeus refers to this year as calculated onbthss of the initial seizure of
power by Amyrtaeus in Sais, and not of his accesswothe throne of Egypt.”
(JAC, 102).

According to Kraeling’s theory, we can tell thhete was an inconsistency
between the extension of the rule of Artaxerxesp wraeling believes to be
Artaxerxes Il, on the one hand, and the rule ofElggptian Pharaoh Amyrtaeus,
founder of the Twenty-eight Egyptian dynasty, oa dther. This inconsistency is
due to the following: if the reign of ArtaxerxesHad continued after the death of
Darius I, then according to Kraeling’s theory,sheign 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 i 80C., the fifth year of
the reign of Amyrtaeus, which again undermines Kmgés timeline. According
to Kraeling, “Amyrtaeus was not ruling over all gy but was a mere rebel
against all Egypt, and that his rebellion lastdidtiie fourth year of the reign of
Artaxerxes Il, or about 401 B.C. After this yeamfrtaeus became the ruler of all
Egypt, from 401 to 399 B.C. This means that Anmgu had, according to
Kraeling, ruled over Egypt only for two years.” GAp. 108).

It is very difficult to accept Kraeling’s opiniorhat the five-year reign of
Amyrtaeus referred to in Cowley 35 was “calculated the basis of the initial
seizure of power by Amyrtaeus in Sais, and notisfdtcession to the throne of
Egypt.” In any case, Kraeling “fails to mentiors hieference for the information
on the fact that the papyrus dated to the fifthr ygahe reign of Amyrtaeus refers
to the initial access to power by Amyrtaeus in Sargd not to his becoming the
full fledged king of Egypt in 405 B.C.” (JAC, p. 8D

This document is a contract of a loan and was ewitibout 400 B.C. by
Menahem son of Shalom, an Aramaean of Yeb theefstrof the detachment of
Nabukudurri, to Sallua daughter of Samuah. Thee d#t this contract is as
follows: “On the 21(?) of Phamenoth, year 5 of Amyrtaeus the king’ W@y,
No. 35: 1-2). The name of the king is cited intheo place in the same contract as
follows: “I, Menahem, will give it and pay you inlf by the 3" of Pharmuthi,
year 5 of King Amyrtaeus.” (AP, 35: 5-6).

It is clear from this contract that Amyrtaeus wasgkover all of Egypt for
five years prior to the writing of this contracAmyrtaeus’s reign lasted for six
years (405/404-399 B.C.), according to the ancikistorians; the rule of
Artaxerxes the Second never extended over Egypt Hie death of Darius Il in
405 B.C. as Kraeling has suggested. Amyrtaeus inatedd became the king of
Egypt after Darius II. It should also be noted tkeaeling’s theory is undermined
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by the logical manner of calendar calculation. idtonly reasonable that this
calculation is reckoned from the time a ruler asstirfull power over the whole
country, not when he simply became a ruler of avipge. This method of
calendar calculation was significant and had itxipg on legal and other aspects.”
(JAC, p. 108).

C. Amyrtaeus and the Modern Scholars:

Modern scholars agree that Amyrtaeus became theg Koh Egypt
immediately after Darius Il (405-399 B.C.). Onetloé these, Olmstead, wrote “in
405 the Delta rebelled under a second Amyrtaeuss@onably a grandon of the
first) whose six years of reign were counted by ¢heonologists as the Twenty-
eighth Dynasty coming from Sais; ‘the Law was irs hime’ says the native
chronicler. The revolt spread rapidly up the Ndé;Karnack a gate was built for
the southern extension of the Montu temple. Degeir protestation of loyalty
to Persia and their suffering at the hands of Eggpt priests during the last
abortive revolt, the Jewish mercenaries at Elephanvere forced to change the
allegiance. According to the last-dated papyrusmfrtheir archives, written
Phamenoth 25, fifth year of Amartis (Amyrtaeus),ideem, son of Shallom an
Aramean of Yeb the fortress, of the standard ofuNiibdurri, promises to pay the
claim of his wife Sallua, daughter of Samuah, twekels-that is, silver, one
‘Stater’; if he does not pay it in five days, thenswill be doubled. Use of the
‘Stater’ as the unit of exchange proves the Gredélkence which was steadily to
increase during the coming period of Egyptian ireeence.” (Olmstead, HPE,
pp. 373-374).

Concerning the rule of Amyrtaeus who followed imna¢ely Darius II, see
also B.G. Trigger, B. J. Kemp, D. O’'Connor, and AlBoyd, AE, pp. 281, 286,
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287, 299; Veronica Seton-Williams and Peter Sto8GE, pp. 23, 27; Stephen
Quirke, WWPp. 73; J.M. Cook, PEp. 131; Peter A. Clayton, CPp. 200-202;
Arthur Cotterell, editor, PECCpp. 156-175; Bill Manley, PHAAE pp. 116;
Barbara Watterson, T. 181; Nicholas Grimal, HAEpp. 371-372, 394.

Dandameav, adopts Kraeling’s assessment that BM, 8id3 were written
during the reign of Artaxerxes Il from 404-400 B.(Mandameav writes:
“Apparently, Amyrtaeus started his insurgency irb.C., and during the first
years of the revolt his control remained limiteddwer Egypt. By 400 B.C., the
rebels also dominated upper Egypt, including Elegha” (see PHAE, p.273). In
fact the Egyptian revolution began before the deétbarius 1l in 411/410 B.C. or
earlier and continued until Amyrtaeus became timg kif Egypt in 405/404 B.C.
and then ruled until 399 B.C. Thus, his rule ldséémost six years, according to
the ancient historians, especially Manetho (ses |ni297).

Dandameav also writes “It is difficult to give aocarate date for Amyrtaeus
II's revolt. E. Meyer and following him many othecholars have suggested that
even by 404 B.C. all of Egypt was in the handshefriebels (Bickeman 1937: ff.;
Meyer 1912:90; idem 1939, vol. V, p. 180)” (PHAE 272).

Contining his argument, Dandameav says “As remalkedraeling, it is
evident from theAnabasisof Xenophon that by 401 B.C. Amyrtaeus was still
engaged in establishing his control over Egyptabse in the spring of that year
the Spartan general Clearchus offered Tissaphemesontingent of Greek
mercenaries to retain Egypt for the Persians.td(lpi 277).

Amyrtaeus “was still engaged in establishing hisitca over Egypt.”
(Dandameav, ibid, p. 272) and was still defendimgyd from the attack of the
Persian when in the spring of 401 B.C. “The Spaganeral Clearchus offered
Tissaphernes a contingent of Greek mercenariestanrEgypt for the Persians.”
(Ibid, p. 272), but he failed to retain Egypt. Egwmon its independence in 405/404
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B.C., and in the same year Amyrtaeus was made diri€gypt, according to the
ancient and classical historians.

However, Dandameav continues his discussion basletl on Kraeling’s
mistaken belief that K9-12 were written during tisde of Artaxerxes Il (405/404
B.C-402/401 B.C.). “In 404-401 B.C. the Persiatis=ntrolled Elephantine and,
in all probability, almost most of the rest of Updegypt. A number of Papyri
from this period are dated to the third and foyetars of the reign of Artaxerxes Il
(Kraeling 1953, Nos. 9-13; cf. Also ibid: Il ff.).Apparently, Amyrtaeus started
his insurgency in 405 B.C. and during the firstrgeaf the revolt his control
remained limited to Lower Egypt. By 400 B.C. tlebels also dominated upper
Egypt, including Elephantine.” (Political Historyf the Achaemenid Empire, pp.
272-273).

This last statement of Dandameav is inaccurate usecdahe Egyptian
revolution against the Persians started about 4€C5 &d extended to Elephantine
and Aswan in 411 B.C. (C.27, 30). We know from tramaic papyrus (C30: 4-
9; TAD, vol. 2, A 4.7: 4-9), which was written if08/407 B.C., that the Egyptian
priests of the god Khnum and the Egyptians canantagreement with Waidrang
(Vidranga), the Persian governor or chief of Elepime, and his son Nephayan
(Naphaina), the garrison commander of Aswan. I Waphayan who “led the
Egyptians with the other troops. They came to fineress of Elephantine (in
411/410 B.C.) with their weapons, broke into thample, demolished it to the
ground.” Why did the Persian governor and his@ame to an agreement with the
Egyptians? Because Waidrang and Nephayan recabiineg Amyrtaeus was
going to win the war against the Persians and #reicipated he would become
the king of Egypt. At the same time, the two Rersieaders had no hope of
returning with their own troops to Persia. One dtiotecall that Arsham

(Arsames), the Persian satrap, left Egypt duriegEgyptian revolution in 411/410
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B.C. and never returned. Moreover, the Persiamg kid not appoint another
Persian satrap to rule Egypt because Amyrtaeusuersed the Persians and
became the king of Egypt in 405/404 B.C.

Notably the Aramaic contract AP, No. 35 was writierElephantine in 400
B.C. and dated from thé"5/ear of the reign of King Amyrtaeus. Thus the idaw
Aramaean community of Elephantine recognized tiat tule of Amyrtaeus
extended throughout Egypt in 405/404 B.C. and ooetll for six years up to 399
B.C.

In the most recent study concerning the rule of Aesus, we read that
“Archama returned to Egypt at the beginning of 4B&C.E...one year later
Amyrtaeus, the ex chief of the rebels, ascendedhitume of Egypt, inaugurating
the Twenty-eight Dynasty, of which he is the s@presentative. His reign lasted
until the year 399 B.C.E., a period of six year®riginally restricted to the Delta,
it was subsequently extended to the southern b®mecountry. We possess a
contract, drawn in Elephantine in the fifth yeartbé reign of king Amyrtaeus,
June 400, B.C.E. (AP, No. 35; Porten-Yardeni, Texbvk (TAD) 2, B4.6), thus
confirming in this extension” (See Méléze Modrzeyeski, JE p. 43).

However, “we have no historical evidence that Amh&rchama) returned
to Egypt after he left it in 411/410 B.C., and urtil/ 410 B.C., he had no
information about the destruction of the Jewish glem It seems that the
revolution by the Egyptian continued until they &e®e independent and a new
dynasty ruled Egypt headed by Amyrtaeus in 405/ B(¥4.” (See Ayad, JACPp.
99). But the most important contribution of thiady is that BM 9, 10, 11 and 12
were not written from the time of Artaxerxes |l Ksaeling, Ginsberg, Porten,
Grelot, and others have suggested, but were wiilteimg the reign of Artaxerxes
[, because in 420 B.C. the name of Ananiah sonz#riah, his wife Tamut, and

their son Palti were not mentioned in the contcddhe marriage of their daughter
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Yehoyishma (BM 7). We can deduce from this thadinh, Tamut, and Palti had
died before this marriage. Thus, contracts BM®, 111, 12 were written during
the rule of Artaxerxes | between 465-462/461 B.i@ aot from 405/404-402/401
B.C. as suggested by Kraeling and the others.

D. The Death (?) of King Amyrtaeus and the Accessmof King
Nepherites I.

Within the collection of Brooklyn Museum Aramaic @ai, Kraeling
published the letter of Shewa son of Zekariah soldwd Yislah (BM 13, pp. 283-
285). We know from this letter that Nepherites doae the king of Egypt.
According to the classical historians, this kingecuEgypt from 399 B.C. to 393
B.C. and was the founder of the"2Bgyptian Dynasty.

This king came after Amyrtaeus, the founder of 288 Egyptian Dynasty.
We understand from all of this that the Jewish camity remained in
Elephantine, under Egyptian rule, up to the Twamhth Egyptian Dynasty. Unitil
now, we have not discovered any Aramaic papyriggdE bearing the name of any
of the kings of the 30Dynasty. Nor have we found any Aramaic papyrenefg
to the Persian kings who ruled Egypt during theosdcperiod of the Persian
Empire from 341-333 B.C. that indicated the disjperof the Jewish-Aramean
community from Elephantine and Aswan. (JAC, p. 109)

From the Hellenistic period, some Aramaic papysébeen discovered that
tell of the existence of the Aramaeans in Egypoulghout this period, but after
this period, the members of the Jewish Aramaeannuamty disappeared
completely from Elephantine and Aswan. If the antiEgyptians accepted
Amyrtaeus as a ruler when he first seized pow&asd that means Amyrtaeus was

just a governor not a pharaoh of Egypt. But teigontradicted in document of
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AP, No. 35 which is considered to have been writtkring the reign of
Amyrtaeus, the Pharaoh of Egypt. Here the texhisf document asserts clearly,
“on the 2f' of Phamenoth, year 5 of Amyrtaeus the king,” thatwas not a mere
governor.

“According to recent chronology, his reign extetidi@m December 2, 405,
to November 11, 399. The 2bf Pamenhotop of his fifth year thus must have
been June 19, 400 B.C.” (BM, p. 112). Then Kragbttempts to link the date of
BM, No. 12, which was written in 402 B.C., with thké&ng mentioned in this
document, which he mistakenly believes to be Antee® the Second. Kraeling
writes “He therefore became ruler of all Egypt sdimee after December 12, 402,
presumably in the following spring or summer, timeet of theAnabasisof Cyrus.

If one prefers Parker's date for No. 12, the Eleypin@ garrison would have
maintained its loyalty to the Persian crown untddember 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” amhefow”:

Another theory of Emil G. Kraeling is related toetherms “above” and
“pelow.” He translates “above” as the directionthand “below” as the direction
south.

This author argues against Kraeling's interpretated the two terms:
“above” and “below,” which he repeats several timasthe BM Aramaic
documents related to the boundaries of the housedhe Jewish temple on the
Island of Elephantine. The following is a summafyEmil G. Kraeling’s study
and the other scholars who followed him. The redbahKraeling believed in this
translation of the two terms (p. 77) “above” aneltw” is laid out in his book:
“the ...point needing clarification is what is mednyt ‘above’ (literally, ‘the upper
side’) and ‘below’ (literally, ‘the lower side’) ithe property descriptions. It was
assumed by Cowley and has been taken for granted ghen that ‘above’ means
upstream or south, and ‘below’ downstream or ndrtte colonists, it was thought,
conformed to the Egyptian way of thinking, whichsasupposedly governed by
the fact that the Nile flowed north. But this istremtirely convincing. If, for
example, the Arameans had previously been accusttomese above for north and
below for south, there is little likelihood thaethwould have changed established
expressions to suit Egyptian ways of thinking.” (B 77).

Then, Kraeling continues his study and gives motangles from “the
Babylonian property descriptions.” “There, howevtre distinctions are more
elaborate, for in the case of fields and houseggtregrangles specified have an
upper and a lower “front” and an upper and a lov#sde,” with the fronts
designating the narrower ends. It is then furpecified in these texts in which
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direction the fronts and sides face. The uppersssgem to be north and west and
the lower sides south and east.” (BM, p. 77-78).

Kraeling offers additional evidence to prove hisdfty from the Nuzi texts:
“a more simple pattern prevails. While north andth are referred to especially,
east and west are simply given as above and belve Elephantine papyri are
much like this, except that east and west are thatp of compass especially
named, with above and below are regular termsaWorgdoints of the compass, else
how could they be used so uniformly in the desmia of houses lying on three
sides of the Jewish temple?”

“One might perhaps infer from the usage at Babylust a predilection
existed for describing north as “above” and souh‘l@elow.” In any case we
believe that this is the meaning of the terms m phoperty descriptions and that
such an assumption clarifies the whole situatiQBM, p. 78).

After a long discussion, Kraeling comes to this atosion: that “we may
with some degree of confidence propose a revisad @i the Jewish district, with
‘above’ and ‘below’ taken as north and south” (Bp4,82). That means: from the
point of view of Kraeling that “above” is equivaleilo north, and “below” to south.
An example of this is the house of BM, No. 3, whigagazusht son of Bzw and
the woman Ubil daughter of Satibar sold to Anargah of Azariah on September
14, 437 B.C. The boundaries of that house are aisefollows: above (north) it is
the house of Satibar; below (south) it the tmy dhkm the god, and the street of
the king is between them, east of it the treastith® king adjoins it; on the west
of it is the Temple of Yahu the god, and the staé¢he king is between them.”

These terms are used in BM No. 4, written by Anlarsan of Azariah; he
gives his wife Tamut a part of a house. The tatist for the boundaries of that
house are as follows: “above (north) it the portwnich belongs to me, myself,

Ananiah adjoins it. Below (south) it is the TempleYahu the god, and the street
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of the king is between them. East of it is the @hKhunm the god, and the street
of the king is between them. On the west of it tiheuse of Satibar, the
‘Silverman,’ adjoins it.” (BM 4: 8-11).

In BM, No.6, the boundaries of one of the housé s giving by Anani
(Ananiah) son of Azariah to his daughter Yehoyishmaescribed according to
Kraeling as: “below (south) it...the house of Anansdn of Azariah...[Abo]ve
(north), it is the treasury of the king. West [bisi the house of knhnty, East of it is
the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god]’” (EB"15-8). BM, No. 9 was a
document which was written during the first yearAstaxerxes the king, whom
Kraeling mistakenly believed to be Artaxerxes 1044B.C.) (which the author of
this article considers to be Artaxerxes | and tlusument to have been written in
465/464 B.C.).

The boundaries of this house, of which a part wagmngyto Ananiah's
daughter Yehoyishma, are described by Kraelingpbews: “East of it is the wall
of the hnpn’ which the Egyptians built, that is timew'nty. Above (north) it the
house of Knhnty adjoins it wall to wall. Below (gb) it is the wall of the
staircase, and the house of Hor son of Petesiggardf the god Khnum, adjoins
that staircase. West of it is the wall of the tvaonpartments (?). (BM 9: 8-11).

Ananiah son of Azariah during the™3year of Artaxerxes the king
(Artaxerxes |, in 462 B.C.) gave his daughter Yabllogna a house. Here are the
boundaries of that house: east of it the king’aguey...west of it thy gate...Above
(north) it the house of Knhnty...Below (south) it theuse of Hor b. Petesi.” (BM
10: 3-6).

In the 4" year of Artaxerxes the king, Anani b. Azariah sulith his wife
Tpmt a house to Anani son of Haggai son of Meshullarhe boundaries of this

house are cited as follows: “east of it thy houseestwof it is the Temple of
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Yahu...above (north) it the house of Parnu b. Zitl &tardu...Below (south) it is
the house of Pehi and Pemet...” (BM, 12: 17-20).

2. H.L. Ginsberg and the Two Terms “above” and Gél

H.L. Ginsberg, in his article “The Brooklyn MuseuAramaic Papyri”
accepts Kraeling's interpretation that “above” ne#me north and “below” means
south. Ginsberg writes: “the information in quest(discussed by Kraeling on pp.
76-82) is briefly as follows. The previously pudied Elephantine papyri only
include documents referring to houses borderingtéingple of Yahu on the west
(and separated from it by a road) and “above” (epasating through fare
specified). What bordered upon the temple of Yahuh® east and “below” could
not be learned from these documents, and consdygukate was also room for a
false theory as to the sense of the terms “above™below.”

After his discussion, Ginsberg comes to the folloyvi conclusion,
“‘consequently Kraeling concludes that ‘above’(opper’) means ‘north,” and
‘below’ (or ‘lower’) south; tmy/’ being apparentihe demotic tmy/’ ‘town.’ (That
the tmy/ of Khnum is simply the Egyptian quarterr®unding the temple of
Khnum seems to be confirmed by the meaning in Byoog, 9, 10, 12 of specific
Egyptian neighbors on the same side of the samgepso” (Ginsberg, p. 154).
Ginsberg continues his discussion concerning alaok below in the following
words, “Partly because the people who used thesestived on an island in the
Nile whose long axis coincides with that of theeNiit was previously assumed
that ‘above’ meant ‘upstream’ and therefore ‘soutthd ‘below’ meant
‘downstream’ and therefore ‘north.” Now that theage is known to have been the
contrary, we can not be so confident that we knlog reason for it.” (See H.L.
Ginsberg, “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri,” J30/0l.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 followiarticle at the 169
meeting of the American Oriental Society at the udmsity of Michigan, “The
Structure and Orientation of the Jewish Templelepltantine: A Revised plan of
the Jewish District.” Later this article was puhbsl in the Journal of the American
Oriental Society, Volume 81, number 1, Jan.-Mafd&g1, p. 38-42.

Porten, in this article, followed the shared opmad Kraeling and Ginsberg
that “above” means “north and “’below” means “salthPorten wrote: “The
publication of the Ananiah family archive by Emil &Graeling in 1953 revealed
for the first time the existence of the Jewish grbpboth to the east of the Temple
and above the Egyptian quarter of the god Khnum.”

Two considerations led Kraeling to identify “above&iith “north” and
“below” with “south”

1) A similar phraseology in certain Babylonian pedy description.

2) The fact that the Khnum Temple was located sofittme district where the
Aramaic papyri were found [Footnote 6: Two furtteemsiderations may be
noted: 1. the term for “north” in Sanskrit deriviem a word meaning “upper”.
2. since the Jewish garrison was located at ththeouend of the island and
island surfaces generally slope down to their shbreelow” (perhaps to be
rendered “downtown”) would usually be “south” armheersely “above” would
be “north” (or “uptown”) (See Ginsberg, JAOS, 7449p. 154). Thus a house
that lay above the Egyptian quarter must have beeth of that neighborhood.
On the basis of this new information and his insiflerein, Kraeling presented
a revised plan of the Jewish district (careful exemtion of the papyri,

however, reveals that if ‘above’. means ‘north’ thEspemet could not be
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south-west of Mahseiah-Mibtahiah (as pictured bgefing) but must lie north-
west.” (Porten, pp. 38-40) Porten’s plan in thisch proves that “above” is
equivalent to “north” and “below” is equivalent ‘teouth.” Porten republished
the same plan in this article (p. 41) in his bo®KE, p. 112.

b. In 1968, Porten published his book, AR& the second appendix of this
book (pp 308-310), Porten submitted a study “TheaiMeg of ‘Above’ and
‘Below.” In this appendix, Porten followed theiapn of Kraeling and Ginsberg
in translating “above” as “north” and “below” asuigplent to “south.” At the
same time Porten rejected the opinion of B. Courykich argued once more for
the traditional explanation “above” = south” (Portep. 308). Then he gave a
summary of Couroyer's article.

Porten wrote the following: “In my article | offed two suggestions
apropos of the equation above = north: (AFE, p)310

1) In Sanskrit the term for “north” derives from a wianeaning “upper.”

2) Island surfaces generally slope down to their shae that “below”
(“downtown”) would usually be “south” and “above*uptown”) would
be “north.”

3) “A third consideration now appears to me to be endecisive. In the
sfire inscription (1 A: 6) we find the expressioall“upper and lower
Aram” (KI ‘ly 'rm wthth). “Upper” doubtless appleto “northern” Aram
and “lower” to “southern” Aram. Aramaic thus knetlve usage of
“above’= north and “below”= “south.”

Porten, in footnote No. 16 in the same book, wraesut “above” and

“pbelow” that “The recent studies of B.A. Ayad, Thepography of Elephantine
According to the Aramaic Papy(Publications of the Institute of Coptic Studies;

Cairo, 1967), and B. Couroyer, “Le temple de YaltuL'erientation dans les

papyrus araméens d’ Eléphantine,” (RB 75 (1968)38B)) have not led me to alter
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my interpretation” (Porten, AFE, p.310). That mears interpretation for “above”
IS equivalent to north and “below” is equivalentdouth. (See all the previous
discussion in: Bezalel Porten, AREpP.308-310.

c. Szubin and Porten published an article abouLifd Estate of Usufruct:
A New Interpretation of Kraeling 6,” in the BASORp. 269, February, 1988, p.
29-45. Both of them translated the boundarieshef lhouse of Anani son of
Azariah, who gave it to his daughter Jehoishma Qyednma), as follows: “below
it is the house of Anani son of Azariah [...]...betwdbem; above it is the royal
treasury; west of it the house of Shatibara adjdineast of it is (Erasure: the
house of) the house of Hor, a servant of Khnumgibd:” Szubin and Porten did
not give an interpretation for the two terms “abowead “below,” indicating
whether “above” means north and “below” means sastliPorten believed in his
previous article.

At the same time, we have to compare the opinioBzofbin and Porten and
the point of view of Kraeling, the first scholartranslate BM, No. 6.

Here the boundaries of this house according to Ikigielbelo]w it (there is)
my house... the house of Anani b. Azariah [...and ttnees is between them.
[abo]ve it is the treasury of the king. West [bisithe house of Knhnty]. East of it
Is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god{I(B: 5-8).

The author of this study has to make a certainsadhent related to the
boundaries of BM, No. 6: that these boundaries havié the general plan of the
other houses which were located on the Easterno$ittee Jewish temple: [belo]w
it (should be West) of it is my house... the hous@péni b. Azariah [...and the
strleet is between them. [Abo]ve it (should bete&sthe treasury of the king.
West (should be south) [of it is the house of KyhntEast (should be north) of it

is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god.]
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| noticed that the translation of Kraeling is catrevhen he considers, from
the west there [is the house of Knhnty]. | belid¢vat this “west” fits the south.
Even Szubin and Porten consider the location frieenwest [of it is the house of
Shatibara adjoins it]. This completion of Szubid &orten never fits the plan of
the houses located on the eastern side of the Wdaemsple. (See. Szubin and
Porten: A Life Estate of Usufruct: “A New Interpagibn of Kraeling 6”, BASOR,
February 1988, No. 269, p.31).

d. In 1989 Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni publishegrtbook of Aramaic

Documents from Ancient Egypt, part 2: Contradis this book, both of them offer

two alternatives and two plans for the Jewish hsuisehe district of Elephantine,
(p.176).
Alternative 1:
1) “Above (‘lya ) is equivalent to north, belowhtya ) is equivalent to
south.”
2) “Way/ Town of Khnum lies to the south, just as Téenpf 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; belgwhtya) = north, i.e.
downstream.”

2) “Way / Town of Khnum lies to the north of Arameanallings.”

3) “Jewish Temple faces SE, (i.e. towards the Nile)$ee Porten and
Yardeni, Textbook, 2: 176) concerning these twerahtives, Porten and
Yardeni write the following: “in the designating mio and south by
“above” and below,” did the Aramaic-speaking pesple Egypt accord

to these terms the meaning they had in the expressupper Egypt)”
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(A6. 4:2-3, 6.7:6) and “lower (Egypt)’'(A6.4:2-3,/.6, 6.10 :4,11), i.e.
“above” = south and “below” = north?

In this interpretation, the most frequently emplbyesuccession of
boundaries in the Aramaic documents (above-belst~e@ast) would correspond
with that common in demotic, Greek, Coptic, andbAdcadocuments (S-N-E-W).
Or did the Aramaic scribes import meanings fromrthemeland where “above”
could mean north and “below” south? Objectionthtv“above = south/*below” =
north equation are not linguistic but topographicdlwo early documents in the
Anani archive (437 and 434 B.C.E.) place the mypjhnwm/tma  “below”-
east the house of Anani and across a “street dfitigg (B3.4: 8. 3, 5: 10-11). In
the later documents (404-402 B.C.E.) this tmy/tmand the intervening street
have been replaced by a set of stairs and the Bgyptor and next to him the
Egyptian brothers Pahi and Pemet (B.3.10: 10, $13:12: 20). Whether we take
tmy/ tma as demotic tmy, “town” (Kraeling) or tny.t, “the way, road”
(Couroyer), the later presence there of Egyptiaiggissts an Egyptian residential
area. Since the find-spot of the papyri lay northhe great Khnum temple, it is
reasonable that “below” meant south (Kraeling).lldwang this assumption, the
Jewish Temple would face Jerusalem. On the othed hf the Egyptian presence
“below” the house of Anani is unrelated to the kma of Khnum Temple
(Couroyer) and “below” = north, then the Jewish Pp&mwould face the Nile
(Fig.1).” (Porten & Yardeni, TAD, p. 177). Unforiately, “Porten did not chose
or prefer any one of the above two plans.” Evealtarnative 2, he accepted my
interpretation for “above” = south and “below” =rtig (See Ayad, “The history
and Inheritance...”...BFA, Vol.60, No. 4, October 200029).

e. In May/June 1995 Porten published an artickénBiblical Archaeology
Review under the title: “Did the Ark stop at Eleptiae?” (pp. 55-77). In this

article, Porten does not discuss the boundarigbeoflewish houses surrounding
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the Temple of the god Yahu in the Jewish distridha Island of Elephantine, but
he offers a plan for the houses of Ananiah sonzdriah, his daughter Jehoishma
(Yehoyishma) and his wife, Tamut.

In the same plan, he located the treasury on teemaside of the “way of
the god,” and to the north of this “way of the gd@ writes “shrine of the god.”
“This way of the god,” separates the treasury dedhtouses of Jehoishma, Anani
and Tamet then the king’s street, which followedly temple (of the god Yahu).
In the southern part of the temple and the hougdglmishma, Anani and Tamet
then came the way/town of Khnum. According to thrten believes that
“above” is equivalent to “north” and “below” is egalent to “south.” In fact, the
town of Khnum should be located in the southertridisof Elephantine and in the
most remote southerly district of this town the ##mwemple of the god Yahu was
built and the rest of the Jewish houses had bemaidd. This last opinion related
to those who believe that above is equivalent tutls’ and “below” is equivalent
to “north.” This is the opinion of the author dfig study: (see Boulos Ayad
Ayad).

f. In 1996, Porten published a book: The Eleph@&Bapyri in Englistwith

others, (Leiden: E.J. Bill, 1996). In the Aramalocuments related to houses

which he translated into English, Porten left thvo tterms above and below
without giving any interpretation for either of the If “above” means south or
north, and “below” means north or south, it isidifft to tell. (See Porten, EPIE,
Nos. 9, 10, 12, pp. 237-251.)

In the Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Insdigms (1995) was
published by J. Hoftijzer and K. Jongeling with apgdices by R.C. Steiner, A,
Mosak Moshari and B. Porten, these writers, in Raot (p.854) cited the names

of the scholars who translated the two terms “abawnd “below.”
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4. Pierre Grelot and His Interpretation of the Terfabove” and “below” in the

Aramaic Documents.

Grelot, in fig 3, p. 180, of his book, Documentsafkeens d’Egypteollows

on the western side of the Temple of the god Y&leustme layout of the houses
which had been suggested by A. Van Hoonacker aril. Zowley. This
description relied on the interpretation by A. Mldaonacker and A.E. Cowley of
“pbelow” or the lower end as “north” and south abdae” or the upper end.

On page 186, fig 4, of Grelot's book DAE, we notibat the houses in the
southern area of the Temple of Yahu have the sammagement used by A. von
Hoonacker and A.E. Cowley. All three scholars cdesed “below” or the “lower
end” to mean the north and “above” or “the uppeat’¢a mean the south.

According to Grelot (on page 218, figure 5) thesédings 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 (courtyargarch).

5) South of the portion of Tamut and the courtyardparch, the bedroom

and room upstairs.

6) On the eastern side of this chamber the house of Ho

7) South of the chamber and the house of Hor thetteeiKing'’s treasury,

(or the King’s storehouse).

8) On the western side of this area is the house tifé8a

9) South of it is the chapel of the god Khnum.

10) On the northeast of all the area, there was theeveay of the god

Khnum.

68



Figure 6 of Grelot's book (p. 258) is very close ftgure 5 with the
following exceptions:

1) That the house of Pahi and Pemet occupied thenyogyearea, which

was a part of the street of the king in the presiplan. And another part of

the king's street came between the house of PahPamet and thgrande
salle (great room) which was considered in the previtgige to be Part of

Tamut.

2)  On the western side of all this area the houseaohd&va and Mardu

son of Ziliya replaced the house of Shatibara efgrevious plan.

3) The salle du sud (the south hall) in fig.6 replateel chambre (No.

45) et piece a I'étage (No.47) (bedroom and roostairs)

4)  The causeway of the god Khnum appeared in fig.6vdmt the

storehouse of the king, the house of Hor and lewgen or hall of the south.

Grelot, in all four of his plans, figure 3 (page0)l8figure 4 (page 186),
figure 5, (page 218) and figure 6 (page 258), dises 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 maméd in the Brooklyn

Museum Aramaic Papyri, Nos. 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 12.

2) Grelot located a part of the house of Tamut in Bigp. 218.

Grelot did not draw a general plan of all the J&vwhsuses neighboring the
temple of the God Yahu. (Fig. 3, p.180). Grelataled the Jewish houses to the
west of the Jewish temple, exactly as Hoonackewl€q and the author of this
article.

In Figure 4, p. 186 Grelot drew the Jewish housdhke south of the Temple

of the God Yahu in the same way as Hoonacker amatthers did. Grelot did not

69



locate the site of the Knhnty. Grelot ignored sdowations 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 #mel parts of houses

which he gave to:

- His daughter Yehoyishma.

- His wife, Tamut.

- The house, or part of a house which Ananiah sofAzafiah gave to
his son in law Anani son of Haggai.

- The locations of the houses in Grelot's figuresnd & are very
confusing when we compare them and their boundaoeshose
mentioned in the documents.

(cf. also Grelot in DAE. p.176f.(n.e)): ‘lyh inditag the south). See the
“Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptiorsy Hoftijzer and Jongeling,
with appendices by R.C. Steiner, A Mosak Moshaw & Porten, part 2, M-
T.E.J. Bill, Leiden, New York, Kéln, 1995, PartM;T, p.854.

5. The Early Semitic Philologists

When early Semitic philologists used the two tefatsove” (literally, “the
upper side”) and “below” (literally, “the lower ®t), | believe that the evidence
given in support of the different interpretatiorigttese has been either inadequate
or unconvincing. For instance, A.H. Sayce, A. \Hoonacker and A. E. Cowley,
have all interpreted “below” or the “lower side” bBsing the direction north, and
“above” or the upper side” as being the south. “@ywn his interpretation of
these terms, has followed the thinking of the Egyy in defining the south and
the north; for, Egyptians conceive the word ‘abowemean against the current or
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the south, and the word ‘below’ to mean going alaidy the current or the north.
Cowley, however, has not given other evidence thenone.” (JAC, pp. 189-190).

“Consequently, Kraeling, Ginsberg and Porten hafeted the opinions of
the former philologists and have presented a naarth that ‘above’ means the
north and ‘below’ means south.” (JAC, p. 190).

6. The Opinion of the Author of this Study: Thatbd@ve” Means South and

“below” Means North.

The theory of Kraeling, Ginsberg, and Porten canrélited on the
following points:

1. “The mention of “upper and lower Egypt” has occdria some Aramaic
letters from the fifth country B.C., published byriv®r. Upper Egypt
signifies the southern part of Egypt and Lower Eggignifies the Delta or
northern Egypt.” (JAC, p. 191).

2. “The two terms ‘upper and lower Egypt’ are stillifgg used in the Arabic
language as well as in other languages; this m#atsthe two terms are
ancient, dating back more than two thousand yddris. is proven by their
existence in both Aramaic and Arabic.” (JAC, p. 191

3. “The term ‘upper Egypt’ meaning the south alwaymee before the term
‘lower Egypt’ meaning the north. This is clearth® Arabic language and in
the Aramaic language. The Arameans have also uabdve’ before
‘below,” a method followed in the Ancient Egyptid@nguage; in fact, in
Demotic documents of houses and lands, the sowidyalcomes before the
north. (JAC, p. 191).

4. All the Aramaic contracts dealing with houses, witea boundaries of a

house are mentioned, define the house from therm@ast western side and
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vice versa. In fact, there was no obligation tgibavith the east or west,
However, when the boundaries of the house, fronfabheve” and “below”
sides are mentioned, they always begin by “abovel mention “below”
next. (JAC, p. 191). except in two Aramaic papwypme related to a land,
which is the only document until the present tintecl we have concerning
land. (JAC, p. 192).

The other document that dealt with the house ofrdatason of Azariah,
who gave it to his daughter Yehoyishma (BM 6), wasten in 420 B.C. We can
notice that Kraeling has completed this documeriticiv has a lot of damage.
There is a great probability that this completismot precise and the term “above”
could well replace “below”, and the term “below’wd replace the term “above.”
(JAC, p. 192-193).

“This is the same disposition followed by the Aemans in all house
documents, always beginning with the term ‘abovefobe ‘below’. Thus, we
could infer that the Aramaic term ‘above’ corresg®nio ‘south’ in its Egyptian
sense, and ‘below’ corresponds to ‘north’. Thuestdrm ‘above’ denotes the south
and ‘below’ the ‘north’.” (JAC, p. 193).

We gather from this that the Aramaeans in Egyptofetd Egyptian
tradition, not only in their everyday life affaidsut also in defining the boundaries
of their houses. In fact, it is absurd to thinlatththe Aramaeans reversed the
Egyptian term north into south or vice versa. Sblagic leads us to believe that
the Aramaeans followed the same common and fanttiggmptian tradition in this
field (JAC, p. 193).

“Of course, this is not the same conclusion mewtb by Kraeling, who
believes that: “if for example, the Arameans haevmusly been accustomed to

use ‘above’ for north and ‘below’ for south, thaeelittle likelihood that they
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would have changed established expressions toEgyptian ways of thinking.”

(JAC, p.193). “The Babylonian usage of the ternotad for the north and ‘below’

for the south, reveals that the Aramaeans had indlelenced by the traditions of
every country where they lived. In fact, when tlssftled in Mesopotamia, the
south for them was ‘below’ and the north was ‘abovehis is quite natural, for

the upper part in Mesopotamia and Syria is thehnatiere as the lower is the
south. This is contrary to the geography of Egymt,the upper in Egypt is the
south and the lower is the north.” (JAC, p. 1937194

B. Above and Below and the Early Excavations of #thn German and
French:

Kraeling’s interpretation of the location of the uses described in the
Aramaic documents are inconsistent with the locatiovhere the Aramaean
antiquities have been found. Indeed, it is soméwlificult to accept Kraeling’'s
opinion that if some Aramaic papyri and monumengserfound in a certain area
or a house, this would signify that such an arehomse lay to the east or north of
the house of so and so. It is quite impossibletii@ houses mentioned in the
papyri where Kraeling suggests based on the exoagathat have been carried
out in what is believed to have been the Aramaestna. (JAC, p. 194).

This difficulty could be attributed to the fact ththeir ancient remains
belong to different epochs and have been builtifrdnt levels in this area.
Furthermore, in the beginning, discoverers werg amterested in excavating for
the Aramaic papyri, without paying any attentiorridg their excavation to the
area itself. Hence, there is great difficulty ongaring Aramaeans’ houses found
in Elephantine with those houses described in tremaic papyri. Consequently,
it is also quite difficult to define the terms “al® and “below” from the
Aramaeans’ district of Elephantine, as Kraeling tiase. (JAC, p.194).
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Porten writes the following concerning the excasmatconducted by the
German and French excavations: that the main gbdloth of them “was the
search for papyri. Still, the German excavatorglaed the buildings that had
been uncovered and drew up a few plans. It wapossible to establish a clear
stratigraphy of the site for two reasons:

1) The German excavations could not distinguish affger@inces in the method
of construction of the private dwellings from easlk times down through the
Arabic period;

2) Successive builders had never bothered to cleay gveadebris or level off
the construction work of their predecessors. Thmply built on top of it.
(See Plate 76). In one spot from such superimpadeactures were
ascertained.” (Porten, AFE, pp. 95-97).

Porten supports the previous study when he writ@sfortunately, the two
houses in which most of the Aramaic papyri werealered, houses m and n,
were so badly destroyed that it was impossible tawdup a plan of their
structure.” (AFE, p. 102).

C. The Result of The Early Excavations:

Kraeling writes the following about the result oich excavations: “It was at
d of the plan (BM, p. 73, fig. 4) that an importdnid of Greek papyri was made.
They were discovered in a jar rather deep undefltioe of late Coptic buildings,
which had mutilated the plan of the older housBN( p. 66).

Kraeling continues his writing: “A particular intst attaches to the row of
houses that lay along the ‘temple street’ adjaterihe Temple of Khnum. The
house marked K in the plan contained a Greek goafii the late Roman times,

‘Homage of the foreigners.’” It suggests that thaaise was a headquarters for
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strangers (foreign mercenaries?), some of whomesspd by this graffito their
veneration for the God of the neighboring temp(BM, p. 67).

“In digging down to lower levels at this point, tleecavators found three
rooms, the easternmost of which extended into teadh concession. The first, or
westernmost, was of particular importance, fotsaeast wall they struck a heap of
papyri, once composed of a large number of rotlgjosted by dampness that they
disintegrated when touched. The few fragments dal®owed that they were
Aramaic. The excavators had thus struck the Aramastratum, as was
interestingly demonstrated when the remainder ef tbuse was cleared. The
neighboring room contained a great quantity ofdaggrthenware jars, and a few
similar ones were also found in the adjacent, eastest room. These jars were
broken but several could be assembled almost coetplFom fragments. They
were storage jars of two types, which bore insm® mostly in Aramaic but also
in Phoenician. Jars of similar types have beemdon Thebes, in graves of the
21% to 26" Dynasties, and are also represented in a stelamft the same time in
the Vatican, which bears a brief Aramaic inscriptiqBM, p. 67).

Kraeling continues his discussion, which relatedtlie discovery of the
Aramaic papyri, “The other Aramaean quarter excavaby the Germans lay
several blocks of houses to the north of this idistrThis was the area in which
most of the Aramaic papyri from Elephantine so gablished were discovered.
Those acquired by Sir Robert Mond and Lady Ceellsaid to have been found on
the west and immediately in front of the buildingnked m1, on the plan. The
houses m and n produced the finds that were pwaalifly Sachau. Both houses
lay close to the western rim of Kom in the immeeiaicinity of the area where the
Sebakh diggers were operating. Traces of freshyimtig were discernible
everywhere and were even met with in house m, thkkswef which had been so

badly destroyed that no plan could be made of&M, p. 68).
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“The Germans found their first papyri on the detyivof the Kom of wall
ml, the larger quantity, however, at the wall m2| a the late wall m3. The
papyri were not stored in jars nor were there amcations that they had ever
been. They lay hardly half a meter under the serfa the loose rubble. The
walls of house n also had caved in and no plandcbalestablished. The finds of
papyri were not nearly as numerous here as at m.”

In addition to papyri (and some ostraca) the Araand®uses also produced
terra cottas and carved wooden figures. A sma) darried on in the extreme
south on the Kom, brought to light twenty-five deioagapyri.

The Frenchman Clermot-Ganneau described his “mbeatér of his
explorations, the Aramaean quarter on the Komfolsws: “Our removal of the
Aramaean quarter has at least had the resultogibg to light a network of streets
and alleys clearly enough characterized.” (BM,§). 6

“This rather general statement in his posthumousiiplished letters
unfortunately does not help us to locate the atgpaver by him. No plan of the
dig seems to have been made.” (BM, p. 68).

“The most important find was a large number of Aagrostraca....Then, |
there again recovered some Aramaean ostraca, gealsapany as last year.” (BM,
pp. 68-69).

“In the year 1918, Fathers of the Pontifical Biblitnstitute of Rome carried
on a dig at Elephantine....Only a brief report to dmector general of Antiquities
at Cairo was published.” (BM, p. 69). Fathershe Pontifical Biblical Institute of
Rome, “turn to the section formerly conceded to@semans.” (BM, p. 69). After
they cleaned the site, they discovered “some abjecancient fragments that had
perhaps escaped the eye of previous explorers.. oDt most interesting finds

was a metallurgical workshop of the late Egyptiaerig. The report also
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mentions papyrus fragments, but it is not cleat thay were Aramaic.” (BM, p.
70).

According to early excavators, the French, the Gasnand the members of
the Biblical Institute of Rome did not discover tlRlewish Temple of the
community on the Island of Elephantine. “Rubensohmthe German expedition
came to the conclusion that the street marked pi®mplan was the “street of the
king,” to the east of which the Temple of Yahu mili&n have lain, but he added,
“Any prospect of recovering the Yahu temple in tlasea is hopeless, for
rebuilding and destruction have, since antiquitgerb carried on here in a more
radical manner than in the other quarters of the chll our efforts at locating the
temple, notably our deep excavations east of thel street, remained
unsuccessful.” (BM, p. 72).

In addition to all of this, we can summarize ak ttudies in the following,
“there are only two plans for this area: one drawnthe Germans and the other
drawn by the fathers of the Pontifical Biblical titste of Rome. The rest of the
expeditions and particularly the French have nawdr plans for the area where
they have carried out their excavations. As torémeaining parts of this area, they
have not been fully excavated; particularly the tpahich archaeologists
considered to be the place where the Aramaeanssétled....Moreover, the
Temple of Yahu, mentioned in Aramaic papyri foridefg the directions of some
houses, has not been discovered. Hence, it is tpasonable to depend on an area
which has not yet been fully excavated for definthg north and the south.
However, it may be safely said that we will choke tight way if we depend
solely on the Aramaic papyri and its contents camog the boundaries of houses,
until we reach to a final solution for the buildingrebuilding the Jewish Temple.”
(see, W. Kaiser, EATpp. 5-73; and Cf., C. von Pilgrim, “Textzeugniadu
archaologischer Befund: Zun Topographie Elephastime der 27, Dynastie,”
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BZKA, pp. 486-497; C. von Pilgrim, “Das Araméaische Qieaim Stadtgebiet der
27, Dynastie,” STEpp. 192-197; C.von Pilgrim, “Der Tempel des Jahiv&T E,
pp. 142-145; C. von Pilgrim, “Tempel des Jahu uBttdsse des Koenigs’' — ein
Konflikt in der spaten Perserzeit auf Elephantine Egypt, TWW pp. 103-117).
Moreover, any comparison between the Demotic paplgrch always begin
with the south before the north, with the Aramaapyri which always begin with
“above” before “below” leads us to believe that dab” coincides with the south
and “below” coincides with the north. Thus, itaear that the Aramaeans have
followed the Egyptian way of thinking, not the Bédnyian one. Then we can also
conclude that “above” is the south and “below™hs torth. (JAC, pp. 195-196).

D. The Jewish district of Elephantine:

It is impossible to believe that only 21 Jewish $esisurrounding the Jewish
temple of the god Yahu on the Island of Elephantueee the only houses owned
by the Jewish community living on this island. dndtedly the Jewish garrison
was bigger than this, probably the number of theisle soldiers reaching some
hundreds or even thousands of men. If we add éeetthundreds of men their
wives, and children, their number could reach sdhwmisands, many of them
living on the Island of Elephantine and othersngiin Aswan. The Aramaic
papyri supply us with important information abotinetJewish community in
Elephantine and Aswan, especially the Aramaic 6§the Jewish names.

The Aramaic lists of the Jewish names publishedlty. Cowley, Porten,
Grelot and others, give us an idea about the popolaf the Jewish people in
Elephantine and Aswan. AP, No. 12 includes abfut&n; AP, No. 19 includes
about 10 men; AP, No. 22 includes 135, most of wheere men and some were
women; AP, No. 23 includes 15 names; AP, No. 3&ides 5 names; AP, No. 34

includes 10 women and 9 men (The 10 women witm#raes of their fathers and
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also the 9 men with the names of their fathers), )& 39 includes 8 names; AP,
No. 40 includes about 5 names; AP, No. 52 includesames (the sons and their
fathers).

From papyri AP, Nos. 62 through No. 82 Cowley psidid the texts which
include Jewish names in addition to the other narakeded to other nationalities.
If we add these names to the Jewish names of tmeerswof the contracts, the
scribes of the contracts, and the witnesses widaioch contract, we have many
names of the members of the Jewish community aedJ#wish garrison of
Elephantine and Aswan.

From all these papyri, we can deduce that the hegasnmunity in the area
of Aswan and Elephantine was very large and indugi®bably some hundreds,
living in many houses on the island and on Aswahe question is: where were
these hundreds of houses? It seems that most ¥ tleavish houses, which were
on the Island of Elephantine, were in a separat#ich than that of the ancient
Egyptian town of Khnum.

At the same time many of these houses surroundeddtvish temple. It
would have been very difficult for the Jewish peofd have resided in the town of
Khnum. The town of Khnum was dedicated to thegtsi®f the god Khnum, their
families and other Egyptian families, in additianthe officials of the Egyptian
temple of Khnum. Outside the temple of Khnum, adowy to the traditions of the
ancient Egyptians, there were some cultivated dielith an area for raising the
rams which were symbols of the god Khnum, and matmgr animals used as
sacrifices on the altar of the temple of Khnum.

No doubt the Jewish district with its hundreds otifes was located at the
remote southern side of the town of Khnum, andamthe western side of this
town. Unfortunately the Jewish Temple of the gahiY was destroyed in 411/410
B.C. during the rule of Darius Il, and never reblbkecause of the Egyptian
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revolution and for other reasons. Until today,am@ knows the exact location of
the temple; the excavators did not discover anisgarremains of it.

The early excavators, including the French, thentaas, and the members
of the Biblical Institute of Rome dug some areastioa Island of Elephantine.
These excavators discovered papyri, ostraca, othjects and a few houses. They
believed that because these papyri and the othectsbwere discovered within
these houses that meant some of these houses &atedrto both the Jewish
community and the Jewish district on the Islanélejphantine. But we notice that
within the same area the excavators believed thatated to the location of the
Jewish temple and the houses of the Jewish comynubibfortunately the
excavators did not leave any except “two plans xistence for this area: one
drawn by the German excavations, (see, HonortheRadn, and Zucker, “Bericht
Uber die Ausgrabungen auf Elephantine in den JahB£)6-1908, ZASA 46,
1909-10, 14, p. I13) and the others by the FathktseoPontifical Biblical Institute
in Rome. (see, Strazzulli, Bovier-Lapierre, and Roall, “Rapport sur les fouilles
a "Eléphantine de I'Institut Biblique Pontifical 4918, ASAE 18, 1919, p. 1-5).
The other excavations, particularly the French, dmt draw plans of their
excavations. (see, Kraeling, BM, p. 76). All theelg excavators, however, failed
to locate the Temple of the God Yahweh at the tklah Elephantine on their
plans. (see, Idem, “New Light on the Elephantinery,” in Wright and Freedom,
Eds., BAR 1961, p. 134-35). The rest of this area has sot been fully
excavated, especially the portions thought by anchygsts to be the settlement of
the Jewish-Aramaean community.

Because the Jewish temple of the god Yahweh habe®ot discovered and
the area has not been fully excavated, we must fookther documentation for

information about the temple and the houses bargeti One such source is the
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Aramaic papyri. We can describe the area basetth@escription in the papyri
beginning with the houses next to the temple.

Most of the Aramaic papyri were discovered in hauseand n, and most
likely these houses were dedicated to keep thevaxlof the Jewish people who
were living on the Island of Elephantine, or thegrav probably moved from the
Jewish district of Elephantine which was southhaf town of Khnum to the houses
(m and n) in the town of Khnum itself.

It is very difficult to give a final opinion becaeisn the area which was
previously excavated, the houses and the othedibg8 were mingling and the
different levels of houses became mixed with eattero The people who
occupied this area did not clean the ground froengifevious debris of the houses
but used the old debris as foundations for their heuses.

The Aramaic papyri and the Aramaic documents aeebtst sources for us
to draw a plan of the area which was occupied byJ#wish temple and the Jewish
houses that surrounded it. In the light of sudhctgsions we can draw a plan for
the Elephantine houses according to the Aramaicieats, beginning with the

houses which were neighboring this temple.

E. A Revised Plan for the Jewish Houses of Elephane:
1. The Western Side:

a. According to Cowley and Ayad:

The document written by Mahseiah son of Yedoniahht® daughter
Mibtahiah in 460 B.C. dealt with a house and plkdiaad, and its boundaries come
as follows: “The upper end of it (south of it): theuse of Dargman son of Harshin
adjoins it. The lower end of it (north of it): thmuse of Qoniya son of Zadok.
East of it: the house of Jezaniah son of Uriah tlledhouse of Zechariah son of
Nathan. West of it: the house of Espemet son fif'®@dth.” (AP, No. 8: 5-7).
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In 416 B.C., Yedoniah son of Hoshaiah son of Usald to Yedoniah son of
Nathan and Mahseiah son of Nathan, his brothefplé®vs: “I withdraw (my
claim) against you on the house of Yezaniah sonUo&h. These are its
boundaries: at the upper end (south of it) the @misHosea son of Uriah adjoins
it; at the lower (north) end of it, the house ofzdlson of Zachariah adjoins
it;...on the east of it, is the temple of the God v,aand the highway of the king
between them; on the west of it, the house of MNilata daughter of
Mahseiah...adjoins it.” (AP, No. 25: 4-8).

b. According to Porten:

In 459 B.C., Mahseiah son of Jedaniah gave his ltaugMibtahiah, a
house, land of his. Its boundaries: above (nattifle house of Dargamana son of
Khvarshaina adjoins; below (south) it is the hoolKonaiah son of Zadak, east of
it is the house of Jezan son of Uriah your huskamtithe house of Zechariah son
of Nathan; west of it is the house of Espemet doReftuauneit, a boatman of the
rough waters.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 164-165; B25; TAE2.3, Cowley 8 (Sayce-
Cowley D)].

In December 416 B.C.E., Jedaniah son of Hoshaiaho$dJriah said to
Jedaniah son of Nathan and Mahseiah, son of Nathahhe withdrew from the
house of Jezaniah son of Uriah. Its boundariesvalfnorth) the house of Hosea
son of Uriah adjoins it; below (south) it the housfeHazzul son of Zachariah
adjoins it; east of it is the Temple of YHW the Gandd the road of the king is
between them; west of it is the house of Mibtatdalighter of Mahseiah adjoins
it.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 195-196; B32; TAD B2.10,Wey 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., thedeof Meshullam son of
Zaccur son of Atar which was bought by Mehseiah@oviedoniah who gave it to
his daughter has been described as follows (AP,1R013-15). At the upper end
(south of it): the house of Yeosh son of Penulaththe lower end (north of it): is
the Temple of the god Yahu. On the east oftlhéshouse of Gadol son of Oshea’
and a street between them. On the west of itadahd 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 igjkter Miptahiah the
house which Meshullam son of Zaccur son of Atavegaim for its value. These
are the boundaries of that house, “above (nortlg the house of Jaush son of
Penuliah; below (south) it is the Temple of YHH€){lGod; east of it is the house
of Gaddul son of Osea and the street is betwean;thest of it is the house of
Harwodj, son of Paltu.” [Porten, EPIE, pp. 184-1B&9; 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 Jewislu$es and the temple of the
God Yahu agree with the interpretation of above mmaa north and below
meaning south. Compare his study with his plartHese houses in the following
pages in this book.

On September 14, 437 B.C., Bagazusht and his whieHave sold a house
to Ananiah son of Azariah. This house was ownest by 'pwly son of Misdai.
Here “are the boundaries of that house: above I{hartis the house of Satibar;
below (south) it is the tmy of Khnum the god, ahd street of the king is between

them; east of it the treasury of the king adjotnem the west of it is the Temple of
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Yahu the god, and the street of the king is betwkem.” (Kraeling, BM 3: 7-10).

On October 30, 434 B.C., Ananiah son of Azariahvégi his wife Tamut
half of the house (apparently keeping in his owmadhe adjacent half),...these
are the boundaries of that house which | have gioahee. Above (north) it the
protion which belongs to me, myself, Ananiah, adgoit. below (south) it is the
Temple of Yahu the god, and the street of the ksngetween them. East of it is
the tm’ of Khnum the god, and the street of thegksbetween them. On the west
of it the house of Satibar, the ‘silverman,” whiatijoins it.” (Kraeling, BM 4. 8-
11, pp. 167-169).

Papyrus 6 of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyriot@ably to be dated
July 11, 420 B.C. ... Anani (Ananiah) son of Azarigiyes to Yehoyishma, his
daughter, (part of?) a house adjoining that in Whie himself is living...the
boundaries of this house are: [belo]w (south)he(e is) my house...the house of
Anani son of Azariah [...and the str]eet is betwdmmt. [Abo]ve (north) it is the
treasury of the king. West [of it is the hous&Kohnty]. East of it is the house of
Hor, servant of Kh[num, the god.] [None but?] th¥ehoyishma, my daughter,
shall have power over [this] house.” (BM 6: 5-9, £91-193).

Kraeling believes that the document of BM No. 9 waigten during the rule
of Artaxerxes Il (404-358 B.C.). “The date of thpspyri must therefore be
November 26, 404 B.C. In this document Anani (AabBhson of Azariah gives
Yehoyishma, his daughter, a part of a house heodngghally bought and paid
for...these are the boundaries of this house. Hagtis the wall of the hnpn’
which the Egyptians built, that is the tmw'nty. & (north) it, the house of
Knhnty adjoins wall to wall. Below (south) it ibg¢ wall of the staircase, and the
house of Hor son of Petesi, gardener of the godukhnadjoins 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. oMarch 28, 401 B.C.
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(BM, p. 247). Anani (Ananiah) son of Azariah givais daughter Yahoyishma a
house. Its boundaries according to this documeast of it the king's treasury
adjoins wall to wall (up to?) the hnpn’ which thgyptians built. West of it is thy
gate to go forth, and the street of the king betwtbem. Above (north) of it, the
house of Knhnty adjoins it wall to wall, and thella his house adjoins it wall to
wall, that is the two compartments (?) of mine.loBe(south) of it, the house of
Hor son of Petesi, the gardener of Khnum the gdpbjras it wall to wall...l Anani
son of Azariah, gave it to thee as a remaindeiqo(®) which is not written in the
document of thy marriage with Anani (Ananiah) sdrHaggai son of Meshullan
son of Bess. (BM 10: 3-8).

Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri No. 12 was written@ecember 12, 402
B.C. or 401 B.C. by Anani (Ananiah) son of Azarafd Tamut (Tpmt) his wife,
who sold to their son-in-law, Anani (Ananiah) sdrHaggai, “the house that they
had bought from Bagazusht, son of Plyn, in No.&ed September 15, 437 B.C.
Before Bagazusht had owned the house it had belotmg¥anbuli (called 'pwly in
3: 4), son of Misdai.” (BM 12, p. 268). The bounda of this house: east of it thy
house, O Anani son of Haggi, which we gave to Yetloypa our daughter as
remainder portion (?) on the document of her mgesiadjoins it wall to wall. On
the west of it is the Temple of Yahu and the stadethe king is between them.
Above (north) it is the house of Parnu son of dnd Mardu, his brother, adjoins it
wall to wall. Below (south) it is the house of Pahd Pemet, his brother, boatmen
of the waters, sons of Tawi, and the street okihg is between them.” (BM, 12:
17-21).

b. Porten and his plans:

The boundaries of all the houses of the Jewish|pempd the temple of the

God Yahu in Porten’s plans depend mainly on hieslation for the two terms,
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above as equivalent to the north and below as abtpntto the south. The reader
will notice that Porten has followed the theory tn@med above when he drew up
such plans.

In September 14, 437 B.C., Bagazushta son of Badu¥ybl daughter of
Shatibara sold the house of 'pwly son of MisdayacWwhs in Elephantine the
fortress, to Ananiah son of Azariah,... “And behdidge are the boundaries of that
house which we sold you: above (north), it is tbade of Shatibara; below (south)
it is the way/town of Khnum. (see EPIE, note 17213, in this note Porten writes
“The phrase tmy zy hnwm /tma (TAD B3.5: 10 [BB&nd its relationship
to tmwanty , “way of the god” (TAD B3.10: 9 [BB3 has been much
discussed and the options are left open here fibr &planations; see AFE, 309;
TAD B, p. 177).” The god and the street of thegkise between them; east of it the
treasury of the king adjoins it; to the west akithe Temple of YHW the God and
the street of the king is between them. (See, RoB87; TAD B3.4, Kraeling 3: 7-
10).

On October 30, 434 B.C., Ananiah son of Azariaheglae wife Tamet half
of the large room, and its chamber, of the hous&lwAnaniah son of Azariah
bought from 'wbyl daughter of Shatibara and frongBaushta. And...these are
the boundaries of that house which he gave to Hes"above (north) it the portion
of mine, I, Ananiah, adjoins, it; below (south)stthe Temple of YHW the God
and the street of the king is between them; easti®the way/town of Khnum the
god and the street of the king is between themt wfels the house of Shatibara, a
Caspian, adjoins it.” (see EPIE, B38; TAD B3.5; &g 4: 8-10).

On July 11, 420 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gavedasighter Jehoishma a
house (apartment). “These are the boun[da]ridth{d#t house: below (south) i[t]
Is the house of Anani son of Azariah [...]... betweleam; a[bo]ve (north) it is the

treasure of the king; west [of it the house of #izah adjoins i]t; east of it is
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(ERASURE: the house of) the house of Hor, a sereamth[num] the god. (see,
Kraeling B40; TAD B3.7; Kraeling 6: 5-8).

On November 25, 404 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gdwe daughter
Jehoishma a part of his house which he bought toray. Here are the boundaries
of this house: “east of it is the protecting walieh the Egyptians built, that is the
way of the god; above (north) it the house of ttwene of the god adjoins it wall to
wall; below (south) it is the wall of the stairwand the house of Hor son of
Peteese, a gardener of Khnum the god, adjoinsstamtvay; west of it is the wall
of the large room.” (see, EPIE, B43; B3.10; Kraglth 8-11).

On March 9, 402 B.C., Anani son of Azariah gavedasghter Jehoishma a
house (apartment). “And these are its boundagi@st of it the treasury of the king
adjoins wall to wall the protecting (wall) whichettegyptians built; west of it the
gate of yours (through which) to go out and theedtof the king is (in) between;
above (north) it the house of the shrine of the gdpins it wall to wall and the
wall of its house adjoins it, that is the large moof mine, wall to wall; below
(south) it the house of Hor son of Peteese, a garde# Khnum the god, adjoins it
wall to wall.” (see, EPIE, B44; TAD B3.11; Kraeliri@: 3-6).

On December 13, 402 B.C., Anani son of Azariah laisdvife Tapemet said
to Anani son of Haggai son of Meshullam son of Basan Aramean [of]
Elephantine the fortress the following, “we soldlayave you our house which we
bought for silver from Bagazushta son of Friyanlifgathe Caspian, ... this is its
boundaries, (those of) the house which we soldgawe you; (ERASURE: from
east) of it your house, you, Anani son of Haggdiiclv we gave to Jehoishma our
daughter (as) an after gift on her document of ko, adjoins wall to wall; west
of it is the Temple of YHW and the street of thadiis between them; above
(north) it the house of Pamu/Pharnahva son of Ziijywnd Mardava his brother

adjoins it wall to wall; below (south) it is the ie of Pahe/Pakhoi and Parmet his
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brother, boatment of the (rough) waters, sons @fe[and the street of the king is
between them.” (see, EPIE, B45; TAD B3.12; Kraellrdg 17-21).

One can notice that the recent study Porten pudaish 1995 (see, Porten,
“Did the Ark Stop at Elephantine?” BAR, Vol. 21, N®, May/June 1995, pp. 67-
77) includes the Jewish houses of Elephantine bhadré¢building of the Jewish
Temple. He presents the date of each documen¢deia these houses but without
mentioning the physical boundaries of any of thetmch causes confusion.

The reason for this: B. Porten believes that theskse bought by Ananiah
son of Azariah from Bagazusht and Ubil in 437 B(BM 3) were later given by
him, in part or for use, to his wife Tamut (Tamiety34 B.C. (BM 4), then to his
daughter in 420 B.C. (BM 6), and at last to his-setaw Ananiah son of Haggai
(BM 12). After repairing his house, Ananiah sorAziriah gave Tamut a room in
it in 434 B.C. (BM 4). On July 11, 420 B.C. Ananmigave his daughter (and
presumably her husband) the right to use one ofdbes in the house (BM 6).
On November 25, 404 (BM 9) Ananiah gave a titl@atproperty that was to take
effect immediately upon his death. On March 9, BO2. (BM 10), Ananiah gave
his daughter “the full rights to the room to whioh had previously given her only
the right to use.” Finally, on December 13, 40€B(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 hoaseithout following their
physical boundaries. In his article, Porten accépat BM 3 and BM 4 refer to
one house, and that is correct according to thedbemies of both documents. But
the house of BM 3 and BM 4 was never given to Yétoypa (BM 6), as Porten
believes, because BM 6 has boundaries differemt thase of BM 3 and BM 4.
Then, according to Porten, the same house finally given by Ananiah son of
Azariah to his son-in-law Ananiah son of Haggai (B®). The boundaries of the
house of BM 12 do not agree with the boundarie8iif 3, BM 4, or BM 6.
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Ananiah son of Azariah gave to his daughter a titla property BM 9 that agreed
with papyrus BM 10 in which Ananiah gave his daegtihe full rights to one of
the rooms. According to BM 9 and BM 10, the bouretaof both houses agree
with each other, but Porten contends, “at last endinber 12, 402 B.C. (BM 12)
both Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tamut stadtheir son-in-law the
house.” Again, the boundaries of BM 9 and BM 10rat agree with BM 12.
(see, B. Ayad, “The History and Inheritance of Hmuses of Elephantine Located
the Eastern Side of the Jewish Temple and the KiB8ty'eet: Revisions of Previous
Plans,” BFA, Vol. 60, No. 4, Oct. 2000, pp. 7-9).

c. Ayad and the history of the houses of Ananiah&oAzariah:

We can follow the transactions of the houses of Matfa son of Azariah
chronologically according to the Aramaic documeaftBrooklyn Museum.

Ananiah son of Azariah was living in the housecite BM, No. 9 dated in
465 B.C. during which time he gave his daughteroggshma this house or part of
it to be inherited by her after his death. Thenaiah son of Azariah in 462 B.C.
(BM 10) gave to his daughter Yehoyishma the same qgfaa house of (BM 9),
with the exception of a few changes.

Both Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife Tamut saldart of their house
in 461 B.C. (BM 12) to their son-in-law Ananiah (&m) son of Haggai son of
Bss. This part was purchased from Bagazusht soRlyaf. No date for such
transaction was given.

After 24 years, Ananiah son of Azariah in 437 B(BM 3) bought another
part of a house from Bagazusht son of BZW and tbhenan Ubil daughter of
Satibar.

In Brooklyn Museum No. 4, which was written in 4B4C., Ananiah son of
Azariah gave his wife Tamut a part of his house.

In the last document, which was written in 420 BEBM 6) by Ananiah son
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of Azariah, he gave his daughter Yehoyishma para dfouse next to his own
house. “These plans indicate that even thougle ther a few small differences in
the descriptions, the part of the house mentiond8M, Nos. 6, 9, and 10 belongs
to the same house.”

The two houses mentioned in BM, Nos. 3 and 12 amenected with
Bagazusht. Ananiah and Tamut bought the first @gogentioned in BM, No. 12)
from Bagazusht and sold it to Anani son of Hagtfajr son-in-law. The other
house was bought in 437 B.C. (BM 3), and a parthed house was given to
Tamut in 434 B.C. (BM 4). (see, B.A. Ayad, “FronetArchive of Ananiah Son of
Azariah: A Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, Vol. 56,.N¢ (Jan. 1997), p. 48).

d. Ayad and his description for the houses of Aalarsion of Azariah:

The houses of Ananiah son of Azariah were in oea and surrounded by a
wall. Outside this wall, there were other houseigimboring the houses in such an
area. The following description gives a good infation about the house of
Ananiah: “On the western side of the house of Aalanmere the King’s Street and
Yahu Temple; on the eastern side, the King’'s Trgasan the southern side was
Satibar's house; and on the northern side were 'Kigfreet and Khnum Town
(BM 3). This is the same house bought by Anan@ha Azariah from Ubil and
Bagazusht, part of which was given to his wife TEn(BM 4).

“In BM, No. 10: 3-6, it was stated that the hooe$énaniah son of Azariah
was surrounded to the north (below) by the housdarfson of Petesi, and to the
south (above) by the house of Knhnty, to the wgghk street of the king, and to
the east by the King’'s Treasury. These were theedaorders 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 wexetioned in the BM,
No. 9 as surrounding the house of Ananiah son afridh. But the writer of the

document did not cite the treasury, “probably beeabhe was satisfied with the
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wall of the hnpn’ (the ‘protecting’ wall); he alsoentioned that to its west there
was the wall of the two compartments.” It is cldsat the houses surrounding that
of Ananiah son of Azariah in BM, No. 6, are the samnes mentioned in BM, Nos.

9 and 10. In fact this house was surrounding kyhtbuse of Hor, the Knhnty, and

the King’s Treasury.

In the last document which | have examined, BM, 0D, its writer cited:
“the King’'s street and Yahu Temple as bordering hloese of Ananiah son of
Azariah on the western side; these boundarieslsoegaven in the third and tenth
documents of the above series of the Brooklyn Moséuwamaic Papyri Nos. 3
and 10. (see, “From the Archive of Ananiah Son pé#ah..., JNES, Vol. 56, No.
1, (Jan., 1997), p. 50).

e. Ayad and his plans:

All the boundaries related to “above” means “soudimtd “below” means
“‘north” in the contracts of the houses of Ananiam ®f Azariah and his family
which are cited in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Rapjos. 9, 10, 12, 3, 4, and
6 are the interpretation of Boulos Ayad Ayad.

On the other hand, Kraeling, Ginsberg and Portanstated “above” as
north and “below” as “south.” A document of theoBklyn Museum mentions the
boundaries of a part of a house granted by Anasoahof Azariah in 465/464 B.C.
to his daughter Yehoyishma, whose boundaries weseridbed as follows (BM 9:
8-11): East of it: the Wall of the hnpn’ which tEgyptians built. above (south)
of it: the house of Knhnty adjoins its wall. (Cower treats the name of Knhnty as
Knh ntr) below (north) of it: the wall of the stease, and the house of Hor son of

Peteisi, adjoins that staircase wall, west ohi wall of the two compartments?

" Above which is equivalent to south and below whighkquivalent to north are the translation
of Boulos Ayad Ayad, not the translation of Kraglilisinsberg, Porten and Grelot. All these
scholars translated above as north and below dk.sou
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In another document, the boundaries of the houaeted in 462/461 B.C.
by Ananiah son of Azariah to his daughter Yehoyiashnere defined as follows
(BM10: 3-6). East of it: the king’s Treasury adysiwall to wall (up to?) the hnpn’
which the Egyptians built. West of it: the gategm fourth, with the street of the
king between them. Above (south) of it: the hous&ohnty adjoins it wall to
wall, and the wall of his house adjoins it wallviall that is the two compartments
(?) of mine. Below (north) of it: The house of Hsmn of Petesi adjoins it wall to
wall. In a third document, dated in 461/460 B.€lating to the sale of a house
concluded by Ananiah son of Azariah and his wifenliato Ananiah son of
Haggai, the boundaries were set out as follows (B 17-21). East of it: the
house of Ananiah son of Haggai. On the west othig: temple of Yahu and the
street of the king is between them. Above (soath): the house of Parnu son of
Zili and Mardu adjoins it wall to wall. Below (nitw) of it: the house of Pehi and
Pemet, his brother, boatmen of the waters, sorawfi,Tand the street of the king is
between them.

In a fourth document Ananiah son of Azariah in 8T. bought a house
from Bagazusht son of Bzw and the woman Ubil; wsifdaries were as follows
(BM 3: 7-10). Above (south) of it: the house oftiBar. Below (north) of it: the
town of Khnum the god, and the street of the ksgetween them. East of it: the
treasury of the king adjoins it. West of it: theriple of Yahu the god and the
street of the king is between them.

In the 3%' year of Artaxerxes the king, Ananiah son of Aahrigave his
wife Tamut, half of the two compartments (?) anel thamber of the house which
he bought from Ubil the daughter of Satibar and&aght, Silvermen of Yeb the
fortress. This document was written on October4®3 B.C. (BM 4). Here are
the boundaries of this house: above (east) it thtignm which belongs to me

adjoins it. Below (west) it is the Temple of Yathe god, and the street of the
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king is between them. East (north) of it is themo= tm’ of Khnum the god, and
the street of the king is between them. On thet {@suth) of it the house of
Satibar, the “Silverman,” adjoins it. (BM 4). “Tiweriter of the above document
was Ma‘uziyah son of Nathan, who changed the fawactdons of this document,
the reason for which is not clear. The directifihshe plan of this house if we
keep in mind the following alterations: above =tebglow = west, east = north,
and west = south.” (see Boulos Ayad Ayad, “FromAlnehive of Ananiah Son of
Azariah: A Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, January719o. 1, p. 42.)

In the 3" (read: 4 year of Darius the king, Anani (Ananiah) son afafiah
gave to his daughter Yehoyishma [a part of a houdd|l 6) this document
probably “to be dated as of July 11, 420 B.C.” (Bp,191); its boundaries are
mentioned as follows: “The empty space (?)... Belovest) it, my house... the
house of Anani b. Azariah [...and the street is betw#hem. [Abo]ve (east) it is
the treasury of the king. West (south) [of ithe thouse of Knhnty]. East (north)
of it is the house of Hor, servant of Kh[num thedp¢Kraeling, BM 6: 5-8).
Ma'uziyah son of Nathan was the writer of this doemt (BM 6), whose name
was lost with a missing portion of the papyrus. Wwies the writer of BM, No 4.
“Thus we have the same problem as in BM, No. 4dihections are altered.” (See,
Boulos A. Ayad, “From the Archive of..., INES, p. 48)

According to such study, we are sure that six Aiarpapyri of Brooklyn
Museum Nos. 9, 10, 12, 3, 4 and 6 were relatededtree houses of Ananiah son
of Azariah which were located on the eastern sidth® Jewish Temple and the
King's street. To make this clear, the reader fildl in this study, that the history
of the three houses of Ananiah son of Azariah aadamily could be summarized
as follows:

House No. 1:

“It seems that the first house owned by Ananiah @oAzariah (house No.
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1) was purchased by him. The documents did nbiMetn he bought this house
or any more information about the original ownart Wwe are sure that he acquired
it before the writing of BM 9 in 465 B.C. This heei was divided into two
portions between Ananiah son of Azariah and hisgher Yehoyishma. The
eastern portion was given to Yehoyishma in 464 BBB/A 9), again in 462 B.C.
(BM 10), and in 420 B.C. (BM 6). The western pamtwas related to Ananiah son
of Azarish from before 465 B.C. (BM 9) and untiéttvriting 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 Bagét (we do not know
when he purchased it). Then he divided this hantgetwo portions: eastern and
western. Ananian son of Azariah gave the eastertiop of the house to his son-
in-law, Ananiah son of Haggai. In BM 12, writtem 461 B.C., Ananiah son of
Azariah wrote the reason for this gift: “East ofJitt refers to the house that
Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife sold to theansn-law Ananiah son of
Haggai (BM 12)] thy house, O Anani son of Haggaihich we gave to
Yehoyishma our daughter as remainder portion (?)tlen 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 i1 48C. (BM 12).

House No. 3:

“House no. 3 was bought from Bagazusht in 437 BBB 3) by Ananiah
son of Azariah, who divided it into two parts: thastern portion became his own
and the western portion was given to his wife Tamu34 B.C. (BM 4).

The study of these houses offered by B.A. Ayadhia study differs from
earlier articles written about the houses of Elepiha, particularly in their
location and through clarification of the meanirfg‘@bove” meaning south, and

“below” meaning north. Thus, the questions of tmuses of Ananiah son of
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Azariah and his family have been resolved. (seeld® 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 artihe following letter in
1968, telling him the following “your comments dmetuse of ‘upper’ and ‘lower’
to describe respectively, Southern and NorthermEgse most pertinent...”

Also Professor G.R. Driver of Oxford University sene a letter in 1968 in
which he cited the following: “many thanks for sergime a copy of your article
on the ‘Topography of Elephantine’ which I find kealy convincing.” Professor
E.C.B. Mclaurine, the chairman of the DepartmenSefitic Studies, University
of Sydney, sent me the following note. “I am detaghto have it and from the first
glimpse through | think that it is going to be Helpto me in some of my
research.” (See JAC, p. 202).

Both Boulos A. Ayad and B. Couroyer believe thabdee’= south and
“below’= north. Counter to the interpretation dfese two terms by Kraeling,
Ginsberg, and Porten who consider “above’= norith ‘d@elow” = south. For the
explanation of “above” meaning “south” and “belowieaning “north,” see B.
Ayad, AIE, pp. 162-177; B.A. Ayad, The Topography of Elepgivanaccording to
the Aramaic Papyri, Cairo: The Institute of Cotadies, Department of Semitic
Studies, 1967, revised in S.A Hanna ed., Medieudl ididdle Eastern Studies in
Honor of Aziz Suryal Atiya (Leidern, E.J Brill 19y22-37. B. Ayad, JACpp.
189-209. See also my two articles “From the Arelov Ananiah son of Azariah, a
Jew from Elephantine,” JNES, Vol. 56, No. 1 (199Bart 2, “The History and
Inheritance of the Houses of Elephantine LocatetherEastern Side of the Jewish
Temple and the King's Street. Revision of Previdélans,” Department of
Anthropology, University of Colorado, Boulder, Cado U.S.A, 1999, pp.1-32,
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plus 3 plans. The same article was published iA,BFolume 60, No. 4-October

2000, pp.7-42. See also B. Porten and A. Yarde®D,Tpp. 176-182. In his study

of “above” and “below,” Porten offers two alterneg#s. In the first one, he
considers “above” as north and “below” as south. tHe second alternative, he
interprets “above” as south, i.e., upstream; aredldv” as north, i.e., downstream.
Porten did not have a preference for any one detltero alternatives. His plans
for these two alternatives include the house ofdyehma, followed by the house
of Anani then the house of Tamet (Tamut). Portiehndt mention the complete
name of Anani; if he is Anani son of Azariah or Angon of Haggai. See also
different opinions on ‘lyh, in J. Hoftijzer and Kongeling, DNWSI, pp. 853-854;

Professor B. Porten would seem to have believedl inis publications from 1961

until early 1996 relating to the houses of Elepmmntthat “below” was the

equivalent of “south” and “above” was the equivaleh*‘north.”

Even with the publication in 1996 of his book, EPHe did not give an
interpretation for ‘lya and thtia. It seems cléaat he did not change his opinion
from the one he maintained from 1959/1961 until20€at ‘lya, or “above” means
north and thtia or “below” means “south.” One e this in his study of the
plans for the Jewish temple of the God Yahu and hbeses of Elephantine
relating to the Jewish people who lived near theisletemple.

Such translations which Porten gives for the twonge“above” as “north”
and “below” as “south” are totally different frorhe opinion of the author of this
study, who believes that “above” = ‘lya means “$oand “below”= “thtia” means
“north” in all my publications from 1963 until 200¥ have continued to translate
the term ‘lya as “above” and referring to the diil@e south, and thtia as “below”,
referring to the direction north. Cornelius vongfin, in his article “Textzeugnis
und archaologischer Befund: Zur Topographie Elephes in der 27. Dynastie,”

BZKA, pp.486-87, wrote: “Only B.A. Ayad has recgntince again suggested an
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arrangement of buildings based on equating “abevebuth and “under” = north,
which had been rejected by B. Porten (Ibid., p.)48®oreover it is quite difficult
to follow B.A. Ayad that the Aramaic people haderthanged the meaning of the
terms “above” and “under” for “north” and “southii IEQypt, since in Egyptian
these were completely different word categoriekoid(, p. 487, No. 9). Pilgrim
did not give any explanation or offer some examgdiasthe term “since in
Egyptian these were completely different word catess.”

| have always translated the upper end or “aboge’sauth” and the lower
end or “below” as “north.” | built my study of tke two expressions “above”
meaning “south” and “below” meaning “north” on thacient Egyptian concept
which agrees with the boundaries of their house®,(8.A.Ayad, AIE, pp. 162-
177, B.A. Ayad, “The Topography of Elephantine adwog to the Aramaic
Papyri”, Cairo: The Institute of Coptic Studies, daement of Semitic Studies,
1967, revised in S.A. Hanna ed., Medieval and Midgistern Studies in Honor of
Professor Aziz Atiya [Leiden, 1972, pp. 23-37].
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Part Five

Did the Jewish Community
of Elephantine and Aswan
Rebuild the Jewish Temple?
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The Archive of Ananiah son of Azariah consists loé family members of
Ananiah and the others with whom he had relatigpsshncluding: his wife Tamut,
his daughter Yehoyishma, her husband, Ananialo§étaggai, and Palti, his son.
In addition to the members of his immediate famiynaniah also dealt with
Meshullam son of Zakkur, who owned Tamut, and Wigsshullam’s son (Zakkur
son of Meshullam). The archive also covers thegmdion of houses by Ananiah
son of Azariah to his wife and his children, anchie son-in-law Ananiah son of
Haggai.

Also included in the papyri archive is informatiabout houses that Ananiah
son of Azariah had bought from others. The arclailé® outlines the relationship
between Ananiah son of Azariah and his wife wita tample of the God Yahu,
where both of them worked and were Ihn and IhnitHerGod Yahu. The houses
of Ananiah son of Azariah were located on the Eastede of the Jewish temple
and the king’s street. The houses were |locateddoapon our interpretations of

the two terms “above” and “below” used in the Aracr@apyri.

A. The Jewish Temple of the Island of Elephantineni the Early
Aramaic Papyri Before the Publication of the Brookln Museum
Aramaic Papyri.

1. The History of the Jewish Temple:

One of the letters of the Jewish community of Ebagme tells us the
history of the original building of this temple,lf@eady in the days of the kings of
Egypt our fathers had built that temple in therfess of Yeb, and when Cambyses
came into Egypt he found that temple built, andtdraples of the gods of Egypt
all of them they overthrew, but no one did any héonthat temple.” (AP, No. 30:
13-14).
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The letter also describes the sadness of the Jed/ghair grief over the
destruction of the temple: “When this was done, with our wives and our
children put on sack-cloth and fasted and prayedata the lord of heavens.” (AP,
No. 30: 15).

The letter continues to speak about their situatialso since the month of
Tammuz in the 14 year of Darius the king till this day we wear satith and
fast. Our wives are made widow-like, we do notiahourselves with oil and we
drink no wine.” (AP, No. 30: 19-21) (The "14ear 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 thielenof the temple that
Nephayan and the others destroyed looked like: ‘twedpillars of stone which
were there they broke,” (AP, No. 30: 9) “also ippaned, five gate-ways of stone,
built with hewn blocks of stone, which were in thhample they destroyed,” (AP,
No. 30: 10) “and their doorthey lifted off(?), and the hinged these doors were
bronze, and the roaff cedar wood, all of it with the rest of the fitume and other
things which were there, all of it they burnt witre,” (AP, N0.30 :10-12). “and
the basinsf gold and silver and everything that was in tleaple, all of it, they
took and made their own.” (AP, No. 30: 12-13).

While the temple is described in letters ofitimns and some Aramaic
documents, these descriptions are brief at best. kiiéw from the description of
the Temples of the Lord in Jerusalem much more rim&tion, such as the
divisions of each temple, their functions, the eliéint objects of these temples, and
the descriptions of these temples from inside aridide.

But we lack such specific detail related to theidavtemple on the Island of

Elephantine. For example, we do not know whereatteg of incense or the altar
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of sacrifices were located in the Temple of Elepima&n Also we do not know in
which part of the temple they made the meal oftgriin some of the Aramaic
papyri, it is said that the temple had “furnituredasther things.” Again, we have
no idea about such furniture or the different “gghwhich the temple had.

We do know that the temple had a roof made of cedesrd. This would
make it impossible to offer sacrifies on an altaattwas built inside the temple
under such a roof. That leads us to ask, wher¢hai offer the sacrifices, as well
as the meal offering and the incense? This renaamgstery. We did not receive a
full description of the temple, neither from the caxations conducted in
Elephantine nor from the Aramaic texts left frone trewish community who lived

there.
3. The Rituals Which Took Place Inside the Temple:

In the same letter, they started to talk aboutritioi@ls which they could not
perform within the temple since it was destroyed4iiti B.C. “Also from that
(time) till (the present) day in the 1 %ear of Darius the king, neither meal-
offering, incense, nor sacrifice do they offer matt temple.” (AP, No. 30: pp. 21-
22).

4. The Destruction of the Jewish Temple:

The destruction of the Jewish Temple is descrilbethe papyri as taking
place “in the 1% year of king Darius, when our lord Arsames wentaawo the
king, this is the crime which the priests of thed@¢hnum committed in the
fortress of Yeb in concert with Waidrang who wasemor here, after giving him
money and valuables: there is a part of the kisggses which is in the fortress of
Yeb, (this) they wrecked, and they built a walthie midst of the fortress of Yeb...
" (AP, No. 27: 2-5).

According to Cowley, the 4year of King Darius Il is equivalent to 411
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B.C. (AP, p. 98). This was also the year in whioh temple was destroyed (AP, p.
99). Yedoniah and his colleagues, the Jewish tgri@bo were in the fortress of
Yeb, sent a letter to Bigvai, governor of Judaeling him about the destruction
of the Jewish temple by the priests of the God Khaund Waidrang, the governor
of Elephantine, “the Temple of Ya'u the God, whishin the fortress of Yeb let
them remove from there. Then that Waidrang, tpeot@ate, sent a letter to his son
Nephayan, who was commander of the garrison infdhieess of Syene, saying:
the temple which is in Yeb the fortress, let theestdoy. Then Nephayan led out
the Egyptians with the other forces. They caméheofortress of Yeb with their
weapons, they entered that temple, they destrayedthe ground.” (AP, No. 30:
6-9).

5. The Petitions for its Rebuilding:

Then the Jewish community hoped that Bigvai wowdddshis friends to
Egypt, to help “and let a letter be sent from youhtem concerning the temple of
the God Ya'u to build it in the fortress of Yebiawgvas built before, and they shall
offer the meal-offering and incense and sacrifinetite altar of the God Ya'u on
your behalf.” (AP, No. 30: 24-26). Concerning theaster that had befallen their
temple, they wrote the following, “also of all thighich was done to us Arsames
knew nothing.” (AP, No. 30: 30). This letter wagitten “On the 28 of
Marheshwan the 17year of Darius the king.” (AP, No. 30: 30). Th&"lyear of
Darius Il is equivalent to 408 B.C.

The Jewish temple was destroyed in 411 B.C. andlgwash community
wrote this letter of petition to the governor ofldea, Bigvai, in 408 B.C. In the
three-year interim, the same members of the Jesasimunity that had been cited
in the 408 B.C. petition had written numerous otle¢ters of petition which they

sent to the authorities to help them in their deswr rebuild their temple, “Also
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before this, at the time when this evil was doneuso we sent a letter to your
lordship.” (AP, No. 30: 17-18).

This petition AP No. 27, is the first to be sentplmbly to Bigvai or
according to Ungnad who “suggests that it here tsndrsames.” (AP, p. 99).
We do not know the name(s) of the sender(s) nom#rae of the addressee, for
both disappeared with the beginning of the letter.

Cowley, AP, No. 27 considers this papyrus a petitm Arsames(?) written
about 410 B.C. (AP, p. 97). In another place oieg’s book, (p. 99) he writes:
“At any rate the temple was destroyed in 411, dmsl petition cannot have been
written except in or after that year. Thereforénsen 411 and 408 B.C. It does
not appear to have met with any success and incdf8equently another attempt
(No. 30) was made.”

Then they sent the petition of AP, No. 30, whichcasidered to be the
second petition that was sent to Bigvai. Until ylear 408 B.C., when Yedoniah
and his priestly colleagues wrote this letter, th&ynot receive any answer related
to their petition; for this reason they wrote “Thiegtve not sent any letter to us.”
(AP, No. 30: 19).

Then they sent the third letter: “to Johanan tlgh lgriest and his colleagues
the priests who are in Jerusalem.” (AP, No. 30: T&)en the fourth letter was sent
to: “Ostanes the brother of Anani, and the noblethe Jews.” (AP, No. 30: 18-
19). A fifth letter was written and at the endtléir petition, they say: “also the
whole matter we have set forth in a letter in oame of Delaiah and Shelemiah
the sons of Sanballat governor of Samaria.” (AP, 3@ 29).

The petition of AP, No. 31 is a duplicate of AP,.Ns®. Both of them have
the same date. Cowley believes that N0.32 is awanto No. 30 and was written
in 408 B.C. And “though not dated, we may assunag¢ it was brought back by
the messenger in 408. Apparently the answer wangrerbally and there is a note
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of it made by the messenger. The report is natriadl answer, for no titles are
given to Bigvai and Delaiah, and it is not addrdsge any one.” (AP, p. 123).
“‘Memorandum from Bigvai and Delaiah. They saidrte: let it be an instruction
to you in Egypt to say to Arsames about the altarske of the God of Heaven,
which was built in the fortress of Yeb formerly, ftwe Cambyses, which
Waidrang, that reprobate, destroyed in th8 yidar of Darius the king, to rebuilt it
in its place as it was before, and they may offer meal- offering and incense
upon that altar as formerly was done.” (AP, No. B2a:1).

James M. Lindenberger gives another translation Ad?, No. 32,
“Memorandum: What Bagavahya and Delayah said tolebehis be on record for
you in Egypt. Official of Record Arshama. Concemithe temple of the god of
heaven that was built at Fort Elephantine long &gdore the time of Cambyses,
which that criminal Vidranga (Waidrang) razed ire tfourteenth year of King
Darius. Let it be rebuilt on its original site aled meal offerings and incense be
offered up on the altar just as was formerly doie.77).

It seems that the oral message did not work, ealbe@s it came from
Bagoas and Delaiah, who were not responsible forgigypt. At the same time,
the memorandum should not have been addressedetaeiponsible Jewish
persons in Elephantine but to Arsham directly beedwe alone ruled Egypt as the
Persian king’s deputy. It would be Arsham or tleeynor of Elephantine and
Aswan or the king who could give the order to tle&d to rebuild their temple.
Moreover, we have no historical evidence that Amshiaturned to Egypt after he
left it in 408 B.C., and until 408 he had no infatmon about the destruction of the
Jewish temple.

6. Did the Jewish Community of Elephantine and AsvRebuild Their Temple
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According to the Early Aramaic Papyri?

It is clear that the revolution by the Egyptiansittoued until they became
independent and a new dynasty ruled Egypt, esteduliby the king Amyrtaeus in
405/404 B.C. In fact, the Aramaic papyri do ndit s about any kind of contact
between the community and Arsham or any Persiagskor Egyptian rulers to
receive permission to build any religious templeantient Egypt. Building could
take place only with permission from either thernalod, the Persian king, or some
of the governors such as Arsham or Vidrang (WaligrarNo written permission
has been discovered among the Aramaic papyri iphaketine. In addition, the
Persian governor of Elephantine and Aswan, Waidrand his son Nephayan, the
commander of the garrison, attacked the temple thighEgyptian priests until it
was totally destroyed. How then could the headh@®fJewish community start to
rebuild the temple without any permission? | agneth Edward Meyer and M.
Sprengling that the Temple of the God Yahu was nesluilt.

AP, No. 33 is considered a further petition cone@avith No.30 and was
written around 407 B.C. “It is a letter from fiyygominent men of the colony at
Yeb, relating to the rebuilding of the temple, andy therefore be dated at about
the same time as Nos., 30-32.” (AP, p. 124). “Yeenvants Yedoniah b. Gemariah
by name, Ma’'uzi b. Nathan by name, Shemaiah b. Bagg name, Hosea b.
Yathom by name, Hosea b. Nathan by name.”

Cowley No. 34 is a letter dated probably about BAZ. “It certainly relates
to some violence done to Yedoniah and his collesgsmnme of whom are the same
as in No. 33.” (AP, No. 34, p.125)

“The statement that houses were entered and gadds,tindicates a
renewal of the pogrom described in No. 30. It isnpps not too rash to conclude

that it took place after the receipt of Bigvai'ssamer (No. 32) and was due to some
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actions taken by the Jews in the way of preparati@n the rebuilding of the
temple. The date would then be in or soon aftgrB@. There is no evidence to
show that the temple ever was rebuilt, and theesarf documents stops very soon
after this, as far as we can judge.

Egypt was getting into a very unsettled state, applarently threw off the
Persian yoke in or about 404 B.C. (cf. No. 35)m#y well be that the Egyptians
took the opportunity of the prevailing unrest td gd of the Jewish garrison, and
began by making away with (or killing?) the chieémof the colony.” (AP, pp.
126-127). The text of this letter comes as follaw&hnum, now these are the

names of the women who were found at the gate @b@&#$(?).

B. The Jewish Temple in the Publication of the Broklyn Museum
Aramaic Papyri by Emil G. Kraeling:

When Emil G. Kraeling translated the Aramaic papyfithe Brooklyn
Museum, he believed that Nos, 9, 10, 11 and 1fhisfcollection, which are a part
of the archive of Ananiah son of Azariah, were t&nt during the rule of
Artaxerxes (whom Kraeling believed was Artaxentas econd). Thus, he dated
document No.9 as written in November 26, 404 BN, 10 as written in March
9/10, 402 B.C. or March 28, 401 B.C., No.11 astemitin 402 B.C. or 401 B.C;.
and No. 12 as written in December 12, 402 B.C.(dr&.C.

Kraeling, according to his study, thought that kiveg who ruled Egypt after
the death of Darius Il in 405 B.C. was Artaxerxlbe Second, and that his rule
over Egypt lasted until 402/401 B.C. What undemsirKraeling's opinion that
document No. 12 of the Brooklyn Museum was writted402/401 B.C. is that the
Temple of the God Yahu of Elephantine is mentiomedhis document, even
though this temple had been destroyed in 411/400 B.

Based on Kraeling’s assumptions, this would meaat tthe Jewish
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community of Elephantine and Aswan rebuilt this pésrbefore or during 402/401
B.C. Kraeling finds strong evidence from documBM, No. 12 that the Jewish
Temple was built, he writes it “is the most exgliof all in localizing Yahu, the
God in Yeb the fortress, as so it seems clear tthat cult must have been in
existence.”

In the same papyri of No. 12, its text mentionstdraple of Yahu. And “it
speaks of Yahu as “the God who dwells in Yeb therdss.” Then Kraeling
referred to the list of the temple contribution (A¥0. 22), which is dated in the
fifth year of an unspecified king, and from the mgoof view of Kraeling this king
“is to be identified with Amyrataeus, and thus lignt substantiates the existence of
the temple as late as the summer of 400 B.C. kgeldds to the above “the
Elephantine colony and temple came to an end (dfeetemple was rebuilt) in the
reign of Nephrites I.” (December 1, 399- Novemb@y 293 B.C.)

C. The Effect of the Theories of Kraeling on the Gter Scholars:

The theories of Kraeling, according to his arrangetmof the Brooklyn
Museum Aramaic Papyri, especially documents No4.09,11 and 12, are related
to the rule of Artaxerxes, whom Kraeling considersbe Artaxerxes Il. The
temple of the God Yahu was mentioned in document12¢ written in 402 B.C.
This temple was destroyed in 411/410 B.C.. Kraelirlieves that it was rebuilt in
402 B.C. This theory was accepted by Ronald dex\éaud others: de Vaux, in his
book Al, Vol.2, p. 340 writes the following: “In 410 B.E&gyptian priests of the
God Khnum,... took advantage of the absence of tlrapsan a visit to the court
of Persia to persuade the local governor to destreytemple of Yahu. The Jews
asked Bagoas, the governor of Judaea, and Yoh#mahjgh priest in Jerusalem

(cf. No.12: 22-23), to intervene in their favor,tlneceived no answer to their
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request. Three years later, they again approaghgdas and wrote also to the two
sons of Samballat, who was governor of Samariaenkiéhemias was governor of
Judaea. This time they received an answer, whbick the form of a memorandum
entrusted to a messenger: the messenger was testeilpe satrap of Egypt for
permission to rebuild the temple and to presemroffs and incense there.

This document, however, makes no reference to hakis, which the Jews
had specifically mentioned in their request. Téeple was in fact restored, and
mentioned in a document dated 402 B.C. Some \Jates and shortly after the
end of Persian rule over Egypt, the Jewish colsrastElephantine were scattered,
and the temple disappeared.”

John L. McKenzie (DB, p. 230) writes: “The templailbby the Jews of
Elephantine was destroyed by the native populatiati0 B.C. The officers of the
colony appealed to Bagohi, the Jewish governor alestine, as well as to
Sanballat the governor of Samaria, and to Johartha, high priest of
Jerusalem...the documents give no information on tilssue of this
correspondence, but it appear that the Jews wenatped to rebuild their temple.”

Charles F. Pfeieffer, (Ed.) in BWp. 220 says: “The papyri tell us that the
priests of Khnum, an Egyptian God, had the Yahutemat Elephantine destroyed
around 410 B.C. In 408 B.C. the Egyptians Jewgexmded letters to Palestine
asking the officials there for help in rebuildingetr temple. We know that the
temple was rebuilt for papyrus #12, dated in Decanath 402 B.C. records the fact
that “Yahu’ dwells in “Yeb, the fortress’ in hisrsetuary.”

Dandameav, in his book, PHARp. 270-273, adopted the same opinion as.
Kraeling. Dandameav writes that “other Aramaic ypapave become available
which indicate that the Elephantine garrison remaitoyal to the Persian king
until at least December 401 B.C. As remarked byeKng.” (p. 272).

Then Dandameav, following the opinions of Ported &m@ardeni, when he
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speaks about the role of Arsames in rebuilding Jaeish temple writes: “the

afflicted Jews of Elephantine, however found fuimpathy with the sons of

Sanballat, the governor of Samaria, who followeaeky similar cult of Yahweh as

that practiced at Elephantine. The sons of Saabalade considerable efforts to
ask Arsames for a decision concerning the rebwgldihthe temple to its former

state and according to its former plan (possilystate express). Bagohi, to who
two identical complaints were addressed (AP, 30,Rirten and Yardeni, 1986:

71-75), also promised to direct the case to ArsaniEslAE, p. 271-272).

Dandameav continues, “in 402-401 B.C. the Persiati$ controlled
Elephantine, and in all probability, also mostlof test of upper Egypt. A number
of papyri from this period are dated to the thirdl dourth years of the reign of
Artaxerxes Il (Kraeling 1953, Nos. 9-13; ch. alsadi: Il ff),” (PHAE, p.272).
Dandameav believed that the Jews of Elephantingé Istters of petitions to
Arsames to rebuild the temple: “the complaint o¢ tBlephantine Jews was first
passed on to the High Priest and other religioutianaries at the Temple of
Jerusalem, and subsequently to Arsames, satragygft,Evho at the time of the
pogrom resided outside of Egypt.” (PHAE, p. 271).

Joseph Méleze Modrzejewski in his book, JEljes upon the letter of
Delaiah, one of the sons of Samarian satrap. Ttter took the form of a
memorandum which was sent to Elephantine by messefigiemorandum of
what Bahogi and Dalaiah said to me, saying: Menduwan You may say in Egypt
before Arsames about the Altar-house of the Godezven which in Elephantine
the fortress was formerly built before Cambysesl)Yavhich that wicked Vadranga
(Waidrang) demolished in year 14 of King Dariusrebuild it on its site as it was
formerly and they shall offer the meal-offering ahé incense upon that altar just
as formerly was done.” (AP, No. 32; Porten & Yarnd@mextbook 1, A 4.9) (JE, p.
42).
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Another petition was sent by Yedaniah son of GaamarMauzi son of
Nathan, Shemaiah son of Haggai, Hosea son of JatimoihtHosea son of Nathun,
five Jewish people from the community from Syend &tephantine to a certain
person whose name disappeared from the letter. $agythe following: “if our
lord...and our Temple of YHW be built in Elephantitiee fortress as it was
formerly built- and sheep, ox and goat are not ukete as burnt-offering but they
offer there only incense [and] meal-offering-anddd the lord make a statement
about this, then we shall give to the house of lowl silver...and a thousand
artabas of barley.” (Cowley. No.33; Porten/Yarddrext Book 1, A4.10) (JE, p.
43).

Modrzejewski relies on such memorandums to reagledmclusion that “the
satrap, Arshama, confirmed this decision, and #vesJof Elephantine were soon
able to acknowledge receipt of an order he issaedly based on the terms set
out above: the sanctuary was to be reestablishedhb God of the Jews was to
receive only vegetable offerings and incense. Htmap pledged his goodwill and
received a handsome gift in return.” (JE, pp. 42-43

Modrzejewski surmised that “Arshama returned toEgt the beginning of
406 B.C.E. and he gave the order authorizing thenstruction of the Elephantine
sanctuary that must have been issued that samgetli@arbringing to a close the
episode of the sack of the temple and its sequ@lg.,’p. 43). The most important
contribution of this study is that BM, Nos. 9, 14, and 12 were not written at the
time of Artaxerxes Il (between 405-404/402/401 B.Cas Kraeling, Ginsberg,
Porten, Grelot, and others have suggested, but waten during the reign of
Artaxerxes |, (465- 462/461 B.C.). Because in 420.Bhe name of Ananiah son
of Azariah, his wife Tamut, and their son Palti &@ot mentioned in the contract
of the marriage of their daughter Yehoyishma (BMwHich was written in 420
B.C. We can deduce from this that Ananiah, Tamnod Palti had died before this
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marriage.

Thus, contracts BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 weretevriduring the rule of
Artaxerxes | between 465-462/461 B.C and not frddb/404-402/401 B.C. as
suggested by Kraeling and the others. (See, B. padA“The History and
Inheritance of the Houses of Elephantine locatex Eastern side of the Jewish
Temple and the king’s street: Revisions of PreviBlans,” BFA, Vol. 60, No. 4,
Oct. 2000, p. 39).

Therefore, by 420 B.C. the archive of Ananiah sbzariah had stopped
because of his death and the deaths of his wifeuTamd their son Palit. Then we
can deduce from the above data that the Jewishéestilh existed during the reign
of Artaxerxes the First (465-462/461 B.C.) and Aataxerxes the Second, as
suggested by Kraeling, who believed that the tenuflethe god Yahu was
mentioned in documents BM, Nos. 9, 10, and 12, wiviere written in 405-
402/401 B.C. This temple was destroyed in 411/4X0. BAnd was never rebuilt by
the community, for these four documents, BM, NQsl® 11 and 12, were written
between 465 B.C. and 461 B.C. during the rule dbxerxes |, and not after 420
B.C.. Because of the death of Ananiah son of Aram the year 420 B.C., the
documents of the Archive of Ananiah son of Azallad ceased after the year 420
B.C.

In any case, this Jewish temple at Elephantinedeatroyed during the rule
of Darius Il in 411/410 B.C. However, Kraeling lmles that it was rebuilt after
this date between 404 B.C. and 402/401 B.C. anmditheas destroyed in the reign
of Nepherites | (December 1, 399 - November 29, BQ3.), (Kraeling, “New
Light on the Elephantine Colony.” p. 144).

“However, Kraeling did not offer any evidence tgpart this theory that the
Jewish Temple of Elephantine was destroyed foséw®nd time during the rule of

Nepherites I.” (See, Ayad, “The History and Inhmmite of the Houses of
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Elephantine...” BFA, p. 25).

112



Part Six

Final Conclusions
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A. The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Rapyri

According to this study, the reader can see thatatrangement of the
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, which Kraeling hestablished and which was
accepted and followed by Ginsberg, Porten, andogrdid not assist in solving
the problem of the family history of Ananiah thensif Azariah. Because Kraeling
misinterpreted the dating of the papyri as writterer a later king — Artaxerxes
the Second — he incorrectly ordered the papyris Eithe reason that the author of
this study has changed the numeric arrangemenheofAramaic Papyri of the
Brooklyn Museum, which had been accepted by Krgedind other scholars.

Based on this study, | believe that BM, Nos. 9, ID.and 12 were written
during the first four years of the King Artaxerxtie First — not Artaxerxes the
Second as Kraeling has theorized — and dated mxtbrrto be between 404 and
402 B.C. According to this earlier dating of theo8klyn Museum Papyri to the
time of the Persian King Artaxerxes’ the First radeer Egypt, the Museum’s
Papyri should be rearranged chronologically aowadl BM, No. 9 should be No.
1; BM, No. 10 should be No. 2; BM, No. 11 shouldMe 3; BM, No. 12 should
be No. 4; BM, No. 1 should be No. 5; BM, No. 2 skiobbe No. 6; BM, No. 3
should be No. 7; BM, No. 4 should be No. 8; BM, [Sshould be No. 9; BM, No.
6 should be No. 10; BM, No. 7 should be No. 11; B#, 8 should be No. 12.

The main reason for arranging the papyri in thisineat is that the archive of
Ananiah son of Azariah started in 465/464 B.C. vatimtract BM, No. 9 written
during the reign of Artaxerxes the First (not thec&d). This contract was
followed by the other contracts in the archive ofaAiah son of Azariah, who died
between July 11, 420 B.C. (the writing of BM, N9.a&hd before October 2, 420
B.C. (the writing of BM, No. 7). In BM, No. 7, Ané&h son of Haggai asked for
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the hand of Yehoyishma, the daughter of Ananiahaddkzariah, in marriage. But
instead of Ananiah son of Haggai asking her fatAaaniah son of Azariah, for
permission, he asks permission from Zakkur son esihllam, whose father was
Meshullam son of Zakkur and former owner of Yehbgig. This must be
because Ananiah son of Azariah had passed away farithe writing of this
contract on October 2, 420 B.C.. This contraab atslicates that Ananiah son of
Azariah’s wife, Tamut, and his son, Palti, had gessed away, as there is no
reference to them in regards to Yehoyishma in trdract. Thus, the reason that
Ananiah son of Haggai had to ask permission forrimge to Yehoyishma from
Zakkur son of Meshullam was that all the immedisiembers of Yehoyishma'’s
family were deceased. This would place the death¥ehoyishma’s father,
Ananiah son of Azariah, her mother, Tamut, and bvether, Palti, as occurring
sometime between 427 B.C. (BM 5) and 420 B.C. (BMbdased upon the
contextual evidence.

The archive of Ananiah son of Azariah stops with tdeath, and so BM,
Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 were written during the oflArtaxerxes the First (465/464
— 419 B.C.?), not the later date given by Kraeklsgoccurring during the rule of
Artaxerxes the Second (405/404 — 358 B.C.). Mathero scholars adopted
Kraeling’s incorrect interpretation of the “King taxerxes” in the Brooklyn
Museum Papyri as referring to Artaxerxes the Secomiit the Persian King
Artaxerxes the Second never extended his rule édwvmient Egypt, supplying
further support for the belief that the “King Artxxes” referred to in the Archive
of Ananiah son of Azariah was indeed the PersiamgKkArtaxerxes the First, for

whom we have historical evidence of his reign dvgypt.

115



B. Artaxerxes the First or Artaxerxes the Second

Intertwined with the challenges that Kraeling facedhile dating the
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri was his confusiomerothe reference to “King
Artaxerxes” in BM, Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12. Kraelimgstakenly interpreted this
King as being Artaxerxes the Second, resulting ig1 rhisdating of the papyri.
Based on the historical evidence and argumentd thete laid out in this study, it
Is clear that the “King Artaxerxes” referred to tinese papyri had to be King
Artaxerxes the First. King Artaxerxes the Seconbile able to rule Persia, was
never able to extend his reign over Egypt and daife his attempts to occupy
ancient Egypt in the aftermath of his predecessdfiag Darius Il, death in
405/404 B.C. Upon the death of the Persian Kingiu3all, Amyrtaeus — an
Egyptian — assumed control over Egypt and rulethfd®5/404 through 399 B.C.
Thus, the historical timeline does not support Knggs 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 ttegms “above” and
“below” in the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri. keerpreted “above” to refer
to the direction north and “below” to refer to tieection south. | have submitted
strong evidence in this study that Kraeling’s iptetation of these two terms was
incorrect — and in fact, the opposite. My intetatien of the terms is that “above”
refers to south and “below” refers to north. Tiés important implications for the
location of key sites on the Island of Elephanti@sed upon descriptions in the
documents.

According to this interpretation, | succeeded iavadng three plans which
agree with these two directions and account foroélthe area of the Jewish

district, the Jewish Temple and the houses thabsoded the Temple. Kraeling,
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Ginsberg, Porten, Grelot, and von Pilgrim faileaitaw correct plans for the same

areas due to their faulty interpretation of thengfabove” and “below.”

D. The Rebuilding of the Jewish Temple of the Go¥ahu

Did the Jewish community of Elephantine Island a®lvan succeed in
rebuilding the Jewish Temple of Elephantine aftedestruction in 411/410 B.C.?
Kraeling, followed by other scholars, including &boerg, Porten, and Grelot,
believed that the Jewish Temple was destroyed 440 B.C. and then rebuilt
because it was mentioned in document BM, No.12.e Pphoblem was that
Kraeling, and then the other scholars, misdated Bb,12 due to their confusion
over the “King Artaxerxes” mentioned in the documerBelieving that King
Artaxerxes the Second was in control of Egypt f#wllny the death of Darius the
Second, Kraeling incorrectly dated BM, No. 12. Thesl Kraeling and later
scholars to believe that the Temple was destray&d 1/410 B.C. and then rebuilt.
But | have proven that BM, No. 12 was written dgrihe reign of Artaxerxes the
First when the Jewish Temple was still in existertbeis the Temple that was
referred to in the document was the original one.

Kraeling believed that the Jewish Temple was rébnid02/401 B.C. and
then was destroyed during the rule of the EgypKamg Neferites, king of the
Twenty-ninth Dynasty. However, Kraeling assumed bid not offer any
historical evidence that the Jewish Temple wasadlgtadlestroyed during the time
of King Neferitis.

E. Who Ruled Egypt After Darius the Second, Amyrtaus or
Artaxerxes the Second?

Who ruled Egypt after the Persian King Darius tlecdhd, who passed
away in 405/404 B.C.? All of the classical histmis, in addition to the Aramaic
papyri of Cowley, No. 35, tell us that Amyrtaeuséme the King of Egypt after
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the death of Darius the Second. But Kraeling asddilowers, Ginsberg, Porter,

and Grelot, believed that the king who followed iDarthe Second was Artaxerxes
the Second. They believed that he ruled Egypt fafi5/404 to 402/401 B.C.

After this date, they claim that Amyrtaeus ruled/gigfrom 402/201 until 399 B.C.

Such ideas go against the opinions of the classiedkrs and the Aramaic

document of Cowley, No. 35, which tells us that thée of Amyrtaeus started

immediately after the death of Darius the Second(6/404 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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See Hoonacker, CJAE 1915
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Temple and its environs according to A. Van Hoonacker.
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See, Cowley AP 1923
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Temple and ifs environs according to A. E. Cowley.

123



See, Kraeling, BM 1953
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ELEPHANTINE EXCAVATIONS 65

P Py
Aniyuiitrnt vt 5. Badimuphs wnd W, Beateit.

R ——

F16. 3 Elephantine. Sketch plan-of the Southern End of the Island and of the Exca-
vations of the Berlin Museumn Expedition (after Honroth and others, “Ausgrabungen’).
Compare the aerial photo in the article cited in Chapter 1, n. 32.
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ELEPHANTINE EXCAVATIONS 73

¥1G. 4 Plan of Area of Significance for the Papyri (Honroth and others,
“Ausgrabungen™). Solid black line marks northern wall of the court
of the Temple of Khnum.
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LOCATION OF TEMFLE

TEMPLE

F1a. 5 Revised Plan of the Jewish District
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See, Porten, AFE 1968
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w0

Plate 1. Aerial view of southern tip of Elephantine opposite Aswan. Left:
‘T'emple of Khnum; right: Temple of Sati (reign of Nectanebo). H. Ricke,
Die Tempel Nektanebos™ 11I., Plate 1.
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See, Porten, TAD 1989
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See, Porten, “Did the Ark Stop at Elephantine?” BAR1995
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See, Porten, “Elephantine and the Bible” in SPC 23
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See, Grelot, DAE 1972
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Fig. 3. Temple and its environs according to Pierr&relot
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Fig.4. Temple and its environs according to Pierr&relot
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Fig.5. Temple and its environs according to Pierr&relot
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Fig.6. Temple and its environs according to Pierr&relot
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See, Ayad, “The Topography of Elephantine accordingp the Aramaic Papyri,”
published by the Insitute of Coptic Studies, Cairo1967; republished in Sami A.
Hanna, Ed., Medieval and Middle Eastern Studies itHonor of Professor Aziz
Suryal Atiya (Leiden, 1972), pp.23-27; and in JACCairo, 1975.
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See, Ayad, “From the Archive of Ananiah Son of Azaah,” JNES 1997
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See, Ayad, “The History and Inheritance of the Houss of
Elephantine Located on the Eastern Side of the Jesh Temple...”
Published by the Department of Anthropology, Univesity of
Colorado, Boulder, USA 1999. Republished in BFA, Qober 2000.
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The Final Plan of all the Houses of Elephantine lated on the eastern,
western and southern sides of the Jewish Temple atide King's Street.

by

Boulos Ayad Ayad
2007
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Appendices 1 and 2
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Appendix 1
The Arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyi
according to Emil G. Kraeling
and the scholars who have followed him,

Ginsberg, Grelot and Porten.
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Papyrus No. 1
Kraeling, BM, pp. 131-133,
written on July 6, 451 B.C.
during the rule of Artaxerxes | (465/464 — 425 B.Q.
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Papyrus No. 2
Kraeling, BM, pp. 140-143,
written on July 3, 449 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Papyrus No. 3
Kraeling, BM, pp. 152-157,
written on September 14, 437 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Papyrus No. 4
Kraeling, BM, pp. 167-171,
written on October 30, 434 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Papyrus No. 5
Kraeling, BM, pp. 178-181,
written on June 12, 427 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Papyrus No. 6
Kraeling, BM, pp. 191-193,
written on July 11, 420 B.C.
during the rule of Darius Il (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 Il
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Papyrus No. 8
Kraeling, BM, pp. 224-227,
written in 416 B.C.

during the rule of Darius I
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Papyrus No. 9
Kraeling, BM, pp. 235-239,
written on November 26, 404 B.C.
during the rule of Artaxerxes Il (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 Il
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Papyrus No. 11
Kraeling, BM, pp. 259-261,
written in 402/401 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes Il
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Papyrus No. 12
Kraeling, BM, pp. 268-273,
written in 402/401 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes Il
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Appendix 2
The arrangement of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papy
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 |
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Kraeling No. 10
Ayad, No. 2,
written 462 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 11
Ayad, No. 3,
written 461 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 12
Ayad, No. 4,
written 461 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 1
Ayad, No. 5,
written 451 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |

238



239



Kraeling No. 2
Ayad, No. 6,
written 449 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 3
Ayad, No. 7,
written 437 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 4
Ayad, No. 8,
written 434 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 5
Ayad, No. 9,
written 427 B.C.

during the rule of Artaxerxes |
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Kraeling No. 6
Ayad, No. 10,
written 420 B.C.

during the rule of Darius Il
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Kraeling No. 7
Ayad, No. 11,
written 420 B.C.

during the rule of Darius Il
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Kraeling No. 8
Ayad, No. 12,
written 416 B.C.

during the rule of Darius Il
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