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THE STATUES OF SENNEMUT AND
MENKHEPERRESENB IN THE BRITISH MUSEUM

By H. R. HALL

With Plates i-iii.

Fourteen years ago, in 1914, I published in Part v of Hieroglyphic Texts, etc., in the
British Museum, Pl. 32, photographs of the three, then newly-acquired, stone figures of
Sennemut or Senmut (Nos. 174, 1513) and Menkheperrérsenb (No. 708) in the Museum,
and in Plates 29-31 the texts of the figures of Sennemut and in Plate 33 those of that
of Menkheperrérsenb. The three statues were exhibited in the Sculpture Gallery of the
British Museum before the war and have been exhibited there ever since. But they do
not seem to have attracted the attention that is their due, for I find that in the American
Journal of Semitic Languages, xuiv, No. 1, October 1927, Mr. T. George Allen publishes
a figure of Sennemut, in the Field Museum at Chicago, obtained by Dr. J. H. Breasted
in 1925, which he says is the ninth statue of Senmut known to him (p. 49), whereas it
is the eleventh known to us here. I am indebted to Mr. Allen’s courtesy for bringing
the Chicago figure to my knowledge, and I hasten to make him and possibly others
better acquainted with our British Museum figures of Sennemut than is apparently the
case. I therefore republish in Plates i-iii photographs of the three statues already
published in Hieroglyphic Texts, v, to which volume I refer readers for their inscriptions.
The Chicago statue is unique in that it is the only standing figure known of Sennemut,
as is also ours in that it is the only known figure of him sitting on a seat. In this
sitting figure of ours (No. 174, Pl ii), Sennemut also holds the princess Neferuré¢ in his
arms. In No. 174 Neferurér (who here too wears the side-lock and also a beard, like
Khonsu) is held tightly by her male nurse and enveloped in the folds of his long funerary
robe, as in the squatting figures Berlin 2296 and Cairo 42,114, 42,115; whereas in the
Chicago figure the whole of her is visible, seated in Sennemut’s lap almost as Harpokrates
sits in the lap of Isis and as we see her also in the Cairo statue 42,116, which represents
Sennemut seated on the ground.

Menkheperrérsenb’s statue (No. 708, Pl. iii) closely resembles No. 174, except that of
course there is no Neferuréc in his case. Both statues are funerary, as is shown by
the long Osirian garment worn and the formal, unfashionable wig (a conventional
coiffure of the dead) in both cases, as well as by the hieratic seats on which both sit.
And in his right hand Menkheperrécsenb holds the curious sacral knot or sash (see also
p. 76) which bears so close an analogy to the similar object of unknown though certainly
religious import so often met with in the contemporary frescoes, etc., of Minoan Cretel.
The two things are not identical, but they are much alike, and may have a common
origin. Both figures have an inscribed plinth at the back, rising from the seat.

1 See especially Evans, Palace of Minos, 1, 430 ff., and NILSSON, Minoan-Mycenacan Religion,137ff. In
Egypt the object was certainly sacral ; Menkheperréfsenb’s statue is purely funerary and religious in its
intention, as is shown by the Osirian garment and formal wig worn (see above).



Plate 1.

Statuette in red quartzite of Sennemut. British Museum, No. 1513.
Height 21 inches (53.5 ¢m.)



2 H. R. HALL

In style and workmanship, although it generally resembles that of Sennemut, except
that it is beardless and that the wig is not ribbed, Menkheperrérsenb’s statue is finer and
better. The face is better sculptured than those of either Sennemut or the little princess ;
the eyes of both are rather clumsily and staringly expressed, whereas Menkheperrécsenb’s
are admirably rendered. Also his face is perfect, without a scratch, whereas Sennemut’s
and Neferuréc’s are both slightly marred, as is also that of the other figure of Sennemut
(No. 1513, PL.i). No. 708 is indeed in beautiful condition, having only one slight chip on
its surface. It gives the impression of being the work of a finer school than that of the
Sennemut figures of half-a-century earlier (c. 1500 B.c., Menkheperrérsenb being c. 1440).
The Chicago statue as well as our Nos. 174 and 1513 seem to have a touch of crudeness
in comparison with it. Mr. Allen describes it as “summary” (p. 54). The portraits are
not strongly characterized, except possibly originally in the case of No. 1513, which is
‘marred ; the others seem purely conventional of the ushabti-type.

The damage to the face of 1513 looks as if it had been inflicted purposely with a
hammer. It is not an ordinary casualty. It resembles the (more severe) damage inflicted
on the face of the statue of Hatshepsut discovered by Mr. Winlock at Dér el-bahri
(Bull. Met. Mus. N.Y., 1928, 11, fig. 52, p. 46), which he considers to have been effected
by kindling a fire on the face of the statue, in order to disintegrate the granite. The
damage to our statue no doubt dates from the time of the supposed disgrace of Sennemut
or his damnatio memoriae after the death of Hatshepsut (or possibly before, according to
Mr. Allen). On the other hand his name survives intact on both our figures, whereas on
the Chicago statue it has been hammered out, though not so heavily as to render it
illegible. On No. 174 it is spelt § T\ 4%, on No. 1513 | 5= 43, on the Chicago figure § i,
without determinative (ALLEN, op. cit., 53).

On both our figures, as on his, the name of Amiin is untouched. That means
that in the case of our two figures also, as in those of the Chicago figure, Berlin
2296, Cairo 42,116, and Cairo 42,117 (in this last the god’s name has only suffered by
accident), Sennemut’s statues were evidently cast out of the temple in which they stood
(four of those known were found at Karnak, so that probably all, except the Berlin
statue, were originally set up there)l, after his disgrace, since, as Mr. Allen points out,
had they been in evidence at the time of Akhenaten’s heresy the name of Amiin on them
would certainly have been mutilated. But that “incensed royalty” did not entirely
succeed in making Sennemut nameless is shown by his name being untouched on our two
statues. In the case of Menkheperrérsenb (No. 708), however, the name of Amiin has
been erased and afterwards restored. Menkheperrérsenb was never disgraced and his
statues thrown out of the temple, so that Akhenaten got at him.

No. 1513 (the squatting figure of Sennemut) is of red quartzite sandstone, and
measures 21 ins. (63'5 cm.) in height ; No. 174 is of dark grey (‘“black”) granite, and
measures 28 ins. (71 cm.) high; No. 708 is of the same stone, and is 2 ft. 8 ins. (81'2 cm.)
high.

! This is said to have been found by d’Athanasi at Shékh ‘Abd el-Kurnah, and so belonged to
Sennemut’s tomb there (WINLOCK, Bull. Met. Mus. N.Y., 1928, 11, 56). Mr. Winlock, while noting that
two of the Cairo statues at least are from Karnak, suggests, loc. cit., that the British Museum figures are
both from the tomb. That I doubt: it is much more likely that they were found at Karnak. We have
not, by the way, two statues like Berlin 2296, as Mr. Winlock seems to think. There is only one holding
Neferure?, No. 174, and this is not squatting.
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AKHENATEN'S ELDEST SON-IN-LAW
‘ANKHKHEPRURES

By PERCY E. NEWBERRY

With Plate iv, fig. 1 and Plates v, vi.

At the foot of the hill of the Shékh ‘Abd el-Kurnah at Thebes, and some little
distance to the left of the tomb of Ramose, the vizier of Amenophis IV, is the small
mortuary chapel of the wcb-priest of Amfn, Perel. This tomb is numbered 139 in
GARDINER-WEIGALL, Topographical Catalogue, where it is doubtfully attributed to the
reign of Tuthmosis IV. It is certainly not earlier than that king, nor is it later than
the reign of his successor Amenophis ITI. But whatever the precise date of the tomb
may be, its chief interest lies in a hieratic graffito written upon the left-hand jamb
of the entrance to an inner chamber. Two years ago I traced this graffito and
Mr. Harry Burton kindly photographed it on a large scale for me so that the inserip-
tion could be studied at leisure. My facsimile is reproduced in Pls. v and vi together
with a transcription made by Dr. Gardiner in 1912. Dr. Gardiner appends a translation
and some notes at the end of this paper (p. 10). It was Bouriant who first drew
attention to this graffito. In a note printed in the Rec. de trav., X1v, 70, he says that it is
composed of two parts, “la seconde formée de vingt-cinq lignes renfermant une priére &
Ammon composée par le prétre et scribe [~ | "] ¥} 2, texte trés mutilé, Pécriture étant
fréquemment effacée. La premiére partie, qui ne comprend que deux lignes, nous donne
la date d’un roi jusqu’d présent inconnu. Elle est ainsi congue:

fen2l ¥C8 =77 (18157

Le roi Nefer-nefru-Aten n’est connu que par cette inscription. Il est probable qu’on doit
le placer parmi les pharaons, appelés communément hérétiques, qui ont régné entre
Aménophis III et Horemheb. C’est sans doute un de ces Cherrés ou Acherrés que nous
donnent les listes grecques et qu’on n’a pu encore identifier. Peut-&tre faut-il voir dans

1 In the British Museum (No. 1182, Havry, Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyption Stelae, etc. in the British
Museum, Part vix, Pl. 7) there is a lintel from the tomb of a Pere which was found by Robert Mond in

1905 near Tomb No. 139 at Thebes. The inscriptions on the lintel describe Pere as 1 %! [ A
and :W H y E, i @ In Bupar, Guide to the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), 1909, 119, this Pere is said to

be an “Overseer of the Granaries of Amen-Ra at Thebes,” but no such title occurs upon the lintel! It is
doubtful whether this Pere is the same as the one of Tomb No. 139.
2 The priest and scribe is Pawah son of Atefsenb, not Atefsenb as Bouriant asserts.



4 PERCY E. NEWBERRY

ce prince le fils de Thoutmés IV que Lepsius signale dans son Konigsbuch (No. 370) et
qui porte, lui aussi, le nom de © # .7

In 1894 Scheil? published copies of most of the hieroglyphic inscriptions in Pere’s
tomb, but referred only briefly to the graffito, and made no effort to copy it. He simply
says that it was written “par le prétre et scribe Atef-senb” (thus repeating the error
of Bouriant) and that it was dated in the third year “d’un roi Nefer-nefru-Aten

@& 07 ]g( 15888877 1 ” 1In a foot-note to the reading of the first cartouche, he
remarks, “M. Bouriant lit (o |77, //j, je crois ma lecture certaine.” Maspero? accepted

Scheil’s reading and stated that it seemed to him to represent a transitional form of the
protocol of Amenophis IV, and not the name of a new king. Petrie® also agrees with
Scheil and says “probably this is an early variant of Akhenaten’s name which he after-
wards transferred to his queen on marriage.”

In GAUTHIER, Livre des rots, 11, 344, is the following entry:

[en2 . %CI817Z ) (1& iR )

No query-mark is given to any of the signs, but in a footnote we read, “Bouriant avait
lu le cartouche-prénom (@ﬁﬁji%], et rapprochait ce roi du fils de Thoutmésis IV

2 81. La correction de | en | par P. Scheil est siirement exacte, car, en hiératique, le
signe — n’est jamais écrit verticalement®.” Gauthier continues “plusieurs hypothéses
sont suggérées par le second cartouche; nous avons la, ou bien un roi nouveaun, Atonou-
nofir-nofru-mer-Atonou, différent d’Amenhotep IV (Bouriant), ou bien une masculinisation
de la reine, femme d’Amenhotep IV, analogue & celle qui nous est connue pour
Hatshepsouit, ou bien enfin une forme intermédiaire du protocole d’Amenhotep, entre
Pancien et le nouveau protocole (Maspero). C’est cette derniére opinion qui me parait
étre la bonne. Plus tard le roi transféra ce nom, abandonné par lui, & la reine
Tadoukhipa, son épouse (PETRIE, History, 11, 227).”

Davies in this Journal (1x, 132) alludes to the graffito, and points out that
Gauthier’s addition “meryaten” seems ‘““totally unfounded,” and the ““grounds for the
rejection of the reading | quite untenable.” He further notes that ““Scheil’s reading is
out of the question, the wish having been father to the thought.” Gardiner supported
Davies in reading | with Bouriant, and Davies further notes ““perhaps ¢ might be read
if one was pushed to it, but the other reading is certainly the prima facie reading.”

The clue to the correct reading of the first cartouche was given last year by
Howard Carter. We were discussing certain problems relating to the family of
Akhenaten when he drew my attention to the inscriptions upon a box that he had
found in the tomb of Tutrankhamin. These inscriptions he has kindly allowed me to
publish here from copies made by Gardiner in 1923. On the top of the box is a vertical
line of hieroglyphs reading as shown on p. 5:

1 ScHEIL, Mémoires de la. Mission archéologique frangaise au Caire, tome v, partie 11, 588.

2 MasPERO, Struggle of the Nations, ed. 1896, 317, n. 2.

3 PETRrIE, History, 11, 227.

4 This, of course, is inaccurate, for the B-sign is very often written vertically in hieratic, especially in
cartouches, e.g., in the prenomen of Tuthmosis I (PETRIE, Medum, Pl. xxxiii, line 7) and in the prenomen
of Amenophis II (Proc. Soc. Bibl. Arch., Xxx, 272, with plate).
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Here we have (1) the full titulary of Akhenaten W
followed by (2) that of Ankhkhepruréc with the nomen Y=
Nefernefruaten Mery-Uanréc, and (3) the name and titles -
of the Great King’s-Wife, Merytaten. On a knob on the =

= [2 2N a
top of the box there is the prenomen of @)5}@‘?% -3 1 © W
«“Ankhkheprurér, beloved of Neferkheprurec.” On another I8
knob on the adjoining side of the box is his nomen @i —

=% (o)

CQ =088 %':g"f;) “Nefernefruaten, beloved of Uanrar.” % 28
]

Immediately I saw this inscription I recognized that

Nefernefruaten “beloved of Uanrér” must be the king %Z ol &

of the graffito of Tomb No. 139 at Thebes; he was, - b......b
therefore, not a new Pharaoh, but the well-known hus- 21 g’ 3F§
band of Akhenaten’s eldest daughter Merytaten, and the o ~
brother-in-law of Tutcankhamiin. This young king with 15 o |
his consort is figured in the tomb of Meryrec II at = Q% 2
El-‘Amarnah?, and bezels of finger-rings bearing one or - 1331 N
other of his cartouches were found by Petrie? in 1892 = =

on the site of the city Akhetaten. The prenomen is the é‘*‘” ° N
name Ankhkheprurée, sometimes without epithet and 21 ) |
sometimes with an epithet ‘“beloved of Uanrér,” or 4. . .o bod

“beloved of Neferkheprurér.” The nomen or Son-of-

Rér-name has, as it now appears, two forms. At El-‘Amarnah the form is Semenkhkarar-
Zeserkhepru. At Thebes, on the box from Tutrankhamiin’s tomb and in the graffito
from the tomb of Pere, the form found at El-‘Amarnah is replaced by Nefernefruaten
“beloved of Uanrér.” The epithets connecting the young king with Akhenaten, and the
association with that king’s daughter Merytaten, leave not the slightest doubt that the
two forms of the nomen belong to one and the same Pharaoh, namely the obscure
successor of Akhenaten and predecessor of Tutrankhamiin, the son-in-law of the former,
and brother-in-law of the latter.

There has been some dispute about the correct reading of the nomen in what is
apparently its earlier form. Unfortunately the cartouches in the tomb of Meryrér II at
El-‘Amarnah were destroyed by native robbers in the eighties of last century. Davies3,
who has published the scenes and inscriptions of this tomb, writes, “For the King’s
(cartouches) we must have recourse to the four copies, which unfortunately give as many
readings for the personal name. There is little doubt, however, that the reading of
Lepsius, Se-aa-ka-ra-zeser-kheperu, must be adopted, as the others are only imperfect
readings of this. A squeeze exists among the papers of L’Héte (Papiers, xvim, 1), and
though the third sign is broken, aa (¢;) is much the most satisfactory reading. It appears
that the state of the cartouche was due to time and rough cutting, not to mutilation,
and that it was fairly legible to a practised eye. The two rings of this king (PETRIE,
Tell el Amarna, Pl. xv, 103-4) cannot shake this evidence, since each suggests a different
hieroglyph.” In spite of these remarks of Davies I cannot admit the reading s in the
cartouche in the tomb of Meryréc 11, nor do I agree that the copies of the cartouches of

1 Davies, El Amarna, 11, Pl xii.
2 PETRIE, 7ell ¢l Amarna, Pl. xv.
3 DAVIES, op. cit., 11, 44, n. 1.
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the finger-rings suggest different readings. I give in Fig. 1, a—d, the four existing copies of
the cartouches in Meryré’s tomb. The sign |, it will be seen, exists only in the copy of
Lepsius ! (made in June, 1845), and as his fifth sign is obviously wrong (he gives +— in
place of v+.), his copy cannot be depended upon for accuracy. Hay’s copy? (a), made
about 1830, is quite indefinite. Nestor L’Hote3 (1839) blunders badly (b), giving 7.
Prisse d’Avennes? (1843) gives the hieroglyph {, which shows that the sign appeared to

O 2 @)
fale ([
O %,‘3..\
B

him to be broader above than below (c). Lepsius’s | might easily be a careless copy of
a f-sign (mnh) with a long blade (d). But the finger-ring bezels are quite conclusive
(see Fig. 2). Davies had only the two examples published by Petrie before him, but
I have notes of seven, and they all clearly give § mnh, not | ¢;. There can be no ques-
tion that this Son-of-Rér-name should be read Semenkhkarér, not Saakarec.

The graffito in Tomb No. 139 at Thebes is important in other ways. It records the

N-NCNCN

Fig. 2. Scale {.

[4 Fig. 1.

highest, indeed, the only, date of the king’s reign—the year three—and it proves that
the cult of Amin was flourishing at Thebes when the graffito was written. Further it
shows that Ankhkheprurer was then a devotee of Amiin, for the wrb-priest Pawah, for
whom the hymn was written, bore the interesting titles (1) “Scribe of the Divine
Offerings of Amiin in the temple of Ankhkheprurér at Thebes,” and (2) “Scribe of the
temple of Amin in the (mortuary?) temple of Ankhkheprurér.” Pawah’s brother, the
scribe who actually wrote the hymn, was also attached to the same temple. Of this
building no other record has yet been brought to light.

1 L., D., 111, 99.

2 British Museum Add. MS. 29,847, foll. 63, 64.

3 See his Papiers, tome x1, f. 14, in the Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris.
* PrISSE D’AVENNES, Monuments egyptiens, 3.
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1. Stele of Akhenaten and Semenkhker&. Berlin, No. 17,813. Scale nearly 3.
2. Heart scarab of a Mnevis bull. Toledo Museum of Art. Scale .
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In 1894 Petrie (Tell el Amarna, 42) suggested that Akhenaten’s successor Semenkh-
karér ““appears to have been associated in the kingdom with his father-in-law,” basing
this supposition on the fact that the young king bore the epithets ‘beloved of
Neferkheprurér” and “beloved of Uanrér,” and on another page (op. cit., 43) he speaks
of Akhenaten’s son-in-law as the ‘‘probable co-regent.” Maspero, two years later,
referred to the scene of Semenkhkarér and Merytaten in the tomb of Meryrée II, saying
that the young king and his wife ““are represented by the side of Akhenaten with the
protocol and attributes of royalty,” and speaks of ““this double reign” (Struggle of the
Nations, ed. 1896, 334, n. 1). But he is inaccurate in his description, for Akhenaten is
not figured by the side of the young king and his consort, but on a different wall of the
tomb. The inscription on the box discovered by Carter in the tomb of Tutrankhamin
is really the first definite evidence relating to a co-regency that had long been suspected.

Carter has also drawn my attention to a remarkable stela in the Berlin Museum
(No. 17,813) (see Pl iv) which has always been supposed to represent Akhenaten and
his queen Nefertiti, but, as Carter points out to me, the double crown worn by the one
figure and the hprs-crown worn by the other make it clear that we have here two kings,
and not a king and his consort. The two royal personages here are undoubtedly
Akhenaten and his co-regent Semenkhkarér. The intimate relations between the Pharaoh
and the boy as shown by the scene on this stela recall the relationship between the
Emperor Hadrian and the youth Antinous. The epithets ‘““beloved of Uanrér” and
“beloved of Neferkheprurér’’ are also remarkable!, and so is the name Nefernefruaten,
‘“Beauty of the Beauties of Aten,” which, originally borne by Akhenaten’s queen
Nefertiti, was afterwards given to the boy-king. In regard to this love of Akhenaten
{or the youth it may be pointed out that Gunn2 and Woolley noticed a very remarkable
fact about Queen Nefertiti at El-Hawitah which perhaps has some bearing on this
intimate relationship between the king and the youth. At El-Hawitah, says Woolley2,
‘“as nowhere else, the queen’s name has in nearly every case been carefully erased and that
of her eldest daughter, Merytaten, written in palimpsest upon the stone, her distinctive
attributes have been blotted out with cement, her features re-cut and her head enlarged
into the exaggerated skull of the princess royal. This alteration is most thoroughgoing
in the case of the little temple and the island kiosks—a group of buildings which seem
to have been called the ‘Shadow of Réc’; in the entrance hall it is limited to the more
conspicuous places, but the intention clearly is the same. The ownership or patronage
of the precinct was transferred from mother to daughter either during the former’s life-
time or on her death. But Nefertiti, if alive, could hardly have agreed to so public an
affront, nor would her death have been seized upon by so devoted a husband as an
occasion to obliterate her memorials; are we to suppose that things were not so happy
as they seemed in the royal household, and that a quarrel so serious as to lose the
queen her position put an end to the idyll which had long been the standing theme of
the court artists?” On another page® Gunn refers again to the same subject and
remarks that ‘“we are driven to one of two theories to explain the facts; (@) the queen
died, and was no longer deemed to require her ‘Shade of Réc’..., or () she fell into dis-
grace or in some other way ceased to play her previous part in the royal family, and

1 A woman of this period bore the following interesting titles: ?’q’q— %%;:
a concubine of Akhenaten (LEGRAIN, Annales du Service, X, 108).

2 PEET-WOOLLEY, The City of Akhenaten, 123.
3 Op. cit., 155.

; she was obviously



8 PERCY E. NEWBERRY

that the place was then handed over to her eldest daughter.” The exact date of the
disappearance of Nefertiti from the scene of history is not known, but it must be placed
some time after the twelfth regnal year of Akhenaten, for a scene in a private tomb at
El-‘Amarnah (Davies, El Amarna, 11, Pl. 37; ¢f. m1, Pl. 13) shows that she was then
associated with the king in a state ceremonial.

There is probably yet another monument which shows Semenkhkarée by the side of
his father-in-law Akhenaten. In 1854 Hekekyan Bey, while digging in the neighbourhood

Fig. 4.

of the great prostrate figure of Ramesses II at Memphis, discovered some fragments of
sculptures that dated from the time of the El-‘Amarnah kings!. One piece, which is now
in the Museum of the University of Sydney, Australia, has an inscription upon it which
records a temple of the Aten at Memphis2. A second fragment of sculpture (see Fig. 3)
shows the young king holding in his hand an ostrich feather fan and wearing the double

! Sir CHARLEs NICHOLSON, degyptiaca, London, 1891, 117seq. I had supposed that all the blocks
figured by Nicholson were in the Museum of the University of Sydney, N.S.W., but Professor Woodhouse
of that University informs me that only the fragment mentioning the temple of Akhenaten at Memphis
(NICHOLSON, op. cit., 134, P1. 2) is preserved there. I have to thank the Honble. H. D. McIntosh for sending
me a photograph of the monument.

2 NICHOLSON, op. cit., 2.
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crown, his brow being surmounted by the uraeus; in front of him we see the forearm and
part of the flowing garments of a much larger figure that obviously represented another
king. Borchardt® has rightly interpreted this scene as showing Akhenaten and his
co-regent Semenkhkarér. A third slab of sculptured stone (see Fig. 4), found also by
Hekekyan Bey at Memphis, gives the lower parts of three cartouches which can only be

restored thus?2:
| |
(o) (@) ()
o] 1] =
| s — 1

Upug

In these sculptured blocks we have, therefore, evidence that Semenkhkarér erected

a building to the Aten at Memphis for it is inconceivable that these blocks of stone
should have been brought down to Memphis from El-‘Amarnah. They formed part of a
pavement “below another pavement’ that itself was seven feet under the surface of
the soil.

v Zeutschr. f. dg. Spr., Lv, 20.

2 Nicholson rightly (op. cit., 122) recognized that the cartouches of this slab gave the name of
Ankhkheprurér, though he supposed that the third cartouche was that of Queen Tiy.
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THE GRAFFITO FROM THE TOMB OF PERE
By ALAN H. GARDINER
With Plates v, vi.

Professor Newberry’s interesting article, with the conclusions of which I am entirely
in accord, gives me an excuse for publishing my transcription, made in 1912 and
re-collated in 1923, of the graffito in the tomb of Pere. Plates v and vi exhibit this
alongside Professor Newberry’s copy of the hieratic. That there are slight discrepancies
between the two—discrepancies which it seemed desirable to preserve as the testimony
of two independent pairs of eyes—is due to the condition of the original, brilliantly
legible in some places but faint to the point of invisibility at others. The extreme
“spottiness ”’ of the text is far less the result of time than of the failure of the scribe to
fill his reed with ink often enough. If I grasp the allusions of this fervent hymn to
Amiin aright, it was written on behalf of a blind man Pawah by his brother Thay or
Bathay, and thus is an early example of that class of humble petitions for help which
Mr. Gunn described so sympathetically in an earlier volume of this Journal (111, 81-94).

I must confess I was a convinced advocate of the reading Aakhepruréc (with | in-
stead of ¢) for the king’s prenomen until Professor Newberry showed me the error of my
ways. The evidence he has collected leaves no room for doubt, and so far as I can see,
both from his transcript of the hieratic and from photographs he has lent me, the dis-
puted sign in the four occurrences of the prenomen is practically identical with the certain
$in §7." of 1. 13. This particular problem of the Akhenaten age may therefore be re-
garded as finally solved.

The hymn contains some queer spellings and some obscure phrases, but is fairly in-
telligible wherever the writing can be read. The following is my rendering:

(1) Year 3, third month of inundation, day 10. The King of Upper and Lower Egypt,
Lord of the Two Lands, Ankhkhepruréc beloved of [Neferkhepruréc??], (2) the Son of Réc
Nefernefruaten beloved of Wan[rec?].

(8) Giving praise to Amiin, prostration before Onnophris, (4) by the wecb-priest, scribe
of the divine offerings of Amin in the House of Ankhkheprurée (5) in Thebes, Pawah, born
of Iotefsonb. He says:—(6) My heart desireth to see thee, thou lord of the shawab-trees,
when (7) thy throat taketh the northwind. Thou givest satiety without(?) (8) eating, thow
gwvest ebriety without (?) drinking. (9) My heart desireth to see thee. My heart rejoices,
O Amain, (10) thow champion (?) of the poor man. Thou art the father of the (11) motherless,
the husband of the widow. (12) Agreeable it is the pronunciation of thy name. It s (13) like
the taste of life. It us like the taste of bread to the child, (14) a loincloth to the naked.
[Thou ?] art luke the taste of......-wood (15) in the season of the heat. Thow art like...... (16)

with...... a father of his...... Thou art like the taste of......(17) the Ruler, the breath (of
Sfreedom) to a [man] who has been in prison. Peaceful ts (18)......the man of virtue......
(19)...... Turn thyself (?) to us, thou lord of eternity! Thou wast here ere (20) (aught) had

come vnto existence. Thou art here, when they are...... Thou causest me to see a darkness
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(21) of thy giving. Illumine for me, that I (%) may see thee(?). As thy soul endureth, (22)
and as thy beautiful, beloved face endureth, thou shalt come from afar, (23) granting that this
servant, the scribe Wah, may see thee. Give (24) to him ““ Enduring is Reéc, enduring is
Rec!” Verily, the worship of thee is good, (25) O Amaun, thou lord great to seek if only he
be(?) (26) found. Turn away fear. Place joy (27) tn the hearts of men. Joyful is the man
(28) that sees thee, O Aman. He is in festival every day.

For the soul of (29) the w&cb-priest, the scribe of the temple of Aman in the House of
Ankhkheprurec, (30) Pawah, born of Iotefsonb. To thy soul! Spend (31) a happy day in
the midst of thy fellow-townsmen! (32) His brother, the outline draughtsman, Bathay (?) [of ]
(33) (the) House of Ankhkheprurée.

Nortes.

1. The epithet after the name Ankhkheprurér is unfortunately illegible. What I saw
in the original agrees pretty well with what Professor Newberry shows in his facsimile
of the hieratic.

7. Emend "}{|~=?. In this and the next line we might conceivably read r bw “in
the place of eating” or “drinking,” but the sense is infinitely more satisfactory if bw is
taken as equivalent to the old negation ~_. The rendering “without” must somehow
be right, in my opinion, but the grammatical explanation is difficult. Below in 19-20,
(% _Je& -, appears to be the equivalent of the old n $dmt:f construction with subject
omitted (Gramm., § 402),-cf. B =111 _ " in a very similar context, Theb. Tombs
Series, 1v, 37. In our context we should have expected rather AA , for it is now clear

that the relation of Late Egyptian J% and _ is the same as that of Middle Egyptian
. and 7L,

12. In ndm sn the pronoun |
dm rn-k.

19. Perhaps for rn (or ¢nn?) tw n-n. There is a phrase like this in an obscure con-
text Berlin 23077, 11 apud ErRMAN, Grabsteine aus der thebanischen Griberstadt in Sitzungs-
berichie d. Berl. Akad., 1911.

20. “Thou causest me to see a darkness of thy giving” is a commonplace of the
stelae translated by Gunn (see above) and collected in the article named in the last note.

22. Of. XN h= Re"x, Berlin 23077, 6 (see above note on 19).

25. Lit. “the lord great of seeking him in finding him.”

27. N3n§is a puzzle. Can it be an early example of the predicative adjectives in-
troduced by n3, Coptic na-, like ' 1=, T =%, see Zeitschr. f. dg. Spr., xu1v, 109% In any
case, the element n§ is for 7§ “joyful.” Hr “face,” “person” has been rendered as “I1.”

" is a miswriting of le anticipating the subject ps

1 The discussion by Professor Erman in Zeitschr. f. dg. Spr., L, 106-7 goes far to establish this con-
clusion, but I do not think he has expressed the whole truth as regards fimeqcwii, AnaTgcwim and

anwpcwim. The two former I take to be derived from n ps.f édm and n pst.f §dm respectively, but some
confusion of these with the more ordinary Late Egyptian forms Je= s g} = MmeqcwiR and
J@:fﬁﬂ& (possibly pronounced MaTgcwTMm) has led to the substitution of a wholly spurious im-
perative anwp, anp for &m .
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A HEART SCARAB OF THE MNEVIS BULL
By W. SPIEGELBERG
With Plate iv, Fig. 2.

It has long been known that the Egyptian funerary ritual treated the deceased
sacred animals in the same way as the human dead. The Apis and Mnevis bulls were em-
balmed like men, and their funerary outfits, including the sarcophagus and the funerary
gifts, were not much different from those of the Egyptian king or noble. We know that
in the Eighteenth Dynasty a cat was provided with a Canopic box (Rec. de trav., XIV,
174), and that in the Nineteenth Dynasty the dead Apis bull was provided with Canopic
vases! and even with shawabti figures® to take his place in husbandry in the other
world.

I owe to Mrs. Grant Williams the kind permission to publish here a unique scarab of
brownish quartzite, now in the Toledo (U.S.A.) Museum of Art, which proves that even a
heart scarab was provided for the sacred animals. The inscription® on the bottom of the

?
scarab shown in the figure reads ggﬁ%ﬂ g ib-k n-k Wsir Mr-wr p[n] “thy heart
belongs to thee, O Osiris Mnevis,” referring of course to Chapter XVI of the Book of the
Dead, = =20 N “chapter of giving the heart to N.” The Mnevis bull is designated by
the epithet “Osiris” as the dead bull (Ocopouvevis Serap. Pap.), the contrary of the
Mr-wr ¢nh, “the living Mnevis,” who was fed in the Mnevis sanctuary at Heliopolis.
Thus there can be no doubt that the scarab belonged to the mummy of a Mnevis bull,
who needed after his death this magical weapon in the realm of Osiris just as did
any human being. No doubt the object comes from the Serapeum of the Mnevis bulls
in the neighbourhood of Heliopolis, from which site so many monuments have found
their way to the dealers’ shops in Cairo in recent years.

Another Mnevis scarab, though not a heart scarab, published in PrTrIE, Heliopolis,
Pl. xxxvi, is now in the Egyptian Museum at Manchester (No. 5413). It is of blue
faience and has upon its base a bull. Miss Crompton tells me that according to the
Museum inventory its provenance is Heliopolis (not Kafr Ammar), and this makes it
probable that the bull represented may be the Mnevis.

1 MARIETTE, Serapeum de Memphis, Pl. 1 f.

2 Op. cit., Pls. 7, 11, 19: some of them show a bull’s head.

3 It seems that the inscription is not quite finished : whether my restoration at the end is right may
be doubtful.
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1. Stele of Akhenaten and Semenkhker&. Berlin, No. 17,813. Scale nearly 3.
2. Heart scarab of a Mnevis bull. Toledo Museum of Art. Scale .
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GREEK SIGHTSEERS IN EGYPT

By M. ROSTOVTZEFF

The Zenon papyri are inexhaustible. After many surprises a letter of Apollonios telling
Zenon to get ready for the visit of two distinguished parties of foreigners who were coming
to see the wonders of Fayylm (H. Ipris BeLL, Symbolae Osloenses, v, 1927, 1ff. of the
reprint)! Two parties, both of them very interesting indeed. One—the fewpol of Argos,
the other—the ambassadors of Paerisades, king of Bosporos. Let me say a few words on
both of them.

Bell in his excellent comments has not noticed that we have an excellent parallel to the
Bewpoi of Argos in the famous Eudoxos of Cyzicus, a Columbus of antiquity, the merchant-
explorer who was for a while in the service of Ptolemy Euergetes II. Posidonios (Jacosy, Fr.
Gr. Hust., 87 F 28, 10) in speaking at length of the romantic and fascinating story of Eudoxos
says as follows: audprvpa 8¢ TadT elvar drjoas xai Eddofov Twa Kuvliknvéy, ewpov kai
omovdopdpor Tob Tdv Koplediwv dydvos, éNbeiv els Alyvmrov iaTopei katd Tov Sebrepov
Edepyéryv. ovorabijvar 8¢ rai 16 Bacikel xal Tols mepl avTov, kal pdhioTa KaTd ToVs
avdmhovs Tob Neldov BavpasTikov dvra 70V Tomikdy (SiwpudTov dua kal odx dmraidev-
Tov. It is exactly the same situation as in the case of the fewpoi of Argos. And of course
Eudoxos’s real reason for coming was not to take part in the celebration of the dyawves or
to see the sights but some diplomatic mission under the pretext of such fewpial. In the
case of Argos and of Ptolemy II this is evident. Ptolemy tried by every means in his
power to stir up the Greek cities against Antigonos Gonatas both before and after the
battle of Cos. And the Greek cities greatly needed the grain and the help of Philadelphos.

And now Paerisades and his ambassadors! What kind of relations had he with Ptolemy?
Let me remind the reader who Paerisades was and what were the conditions in which he
lived2. Paerisades was the last in the line of the glorious kings of Bosporos who made the
city of Bosporos and the Bosporan kingdom in the Crimea and in the Taman Peninsula
strong and rich. I say the last not because he was the last of the Spartocids, but the “last
glorious” since after his death (exact date unknown, after 250 B.c.)® troubled times begin
for the Bosporan kingdom.

The Spartocids’ mission was to create in the south of Russia a strong and efficient state
which could stand on its own feet, independent of the Scythians, the former suzerains of
the Greek cities of the Black Sea. The means for carrying out this mission and keeping
alive the fire of Greek civilization in this remote corner of the world were supplied to the
archons or tyrants, later, at least since Eumelos, kings of the Bosporus, not so much by

1 The case of Eudoxos shows that the fewpol of Argos did come purposely for the celebration of some
aAywveEs.

i 2 T have dealt with the history of the Bosporus in a book written in German before the war but never
published. I hope to incorporate it into the second volume of my *Skythien und der Bosporus” (German
translation of my Russian book of the same title published in 1927). Meanwhile the reader may look up
the introduction of LATYSCHEV to los., P.E., 11, or the article Bosporus in P. W.K., R.E.

3 If we may trust the mentions in the accounts of the hieropi at Delos (see p. 14, note 1) of a “ phiale ”

dedicated by Paerisades we may assume that he was alive in 250 B.c. (the later mentions in 240 and
235 B.C. have no chronological value).
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taxes as by a profitable trade with the Greek city-states, especially in grain. This grain
was produced partly on their own estates, partly on the estates of the Greek residents of
their cities, and partly on those of the temples. A large amount was bought from the
Scythians, the Sauromatians and Maeotians and later from the Sarmatians. The Bosporan
kings were merchant-kings, not monopolizing the external trade, but playing in it the most
prominent part.

As long as Athens was politically dominant the Bosporan kings depended entirely on
Athens. Athens had always the possibility of opening or closing the straits! After
the Peloponnesian war the conditions changed considerably. However even after this
catastrophe the policing of the sea remained the duty and privilege of Athens and Athens
remained by force of tradition the greatest market in the world. No wonder that the
Bosporan rulers tried to keep up and to improve the relations which existed between them
and Athens in the fifth century B.c. Of course there is not the slightest sign of any
dependence of the Bosporos on Athens in the fourth century. But there are common
interests, interests vital both to Athens, which depended largely on the Bosporan grain, and
to the Bosporus.

After the period of Alexander’s conquest and of the struggle for power between his
generals the situation in the Aegean Sea changed considerably. Athens is no longer
policing the sea—it is Egypt and Ptolemy Philadelphos. Next in importance comes Rhodes!.
For Ptolemy the South-Russian market had but slight importance. Commercial relations
between Egypt and the Bosporus existed, as they existed also between Egypt and the
south shore of the Black Sea (witness the many Egyptian or Alexandrian articles found in
South Russia; on this subject Professor B. Farmakowsky gave an interesting paper at the
international archaeological meeting at Alexandria in 1911), and there was a constant
exchange of ships between Alexandria and the harbours of the Black Sea?, but in the main
Alexandria, in this unlike Athens, was not the least dependent on the great grain market
of South Russia.

It might be expected therefore that the Alexandrian kings, grain merchants as they
were, would be hostile to their rivals of the Black Sea. Their staple article was also grain,
their market was exactly the same as that of the Bosporan kings. And yet as our letter
seems to show there was no such thing as rivalry between Alexandria and Pantikapaeum.
The relations were friendly. Why?

The explanation is evident. Commercial rivalry did not exist between the Ptolemies
and the Spartocids. The production of grain was too small in the ancient world to meet
the demand, and there was a certain limit beyond which the exploitation of the customers
by those who controlled the market was not supposed to go. To let enemies starve was a
recognized right of the ancient states. But to let friends or allies starve or to cheat them
beyond measure was against the ethics of Hellenistic times.

! On the relations between Rhodes and the Black Sea see Dio Chrys., £kod. (xxx1), 103. Compare the
inscription set up at Bosporos by the Rhodians in honour of King Paerisades II (Jos., P.E., 11, 35). Note
also that Paerisades II appears as donor of a phiale at Delos in 250 B.Cc. (L. Gr., X1, 2, 287, B 127 ff. and
Add., 149; cf. F. DuRRBACH, Inscriptions de Délos, Comptes des Hiéropes, 1926, 298, 95-96 (with note);
313, 74). It is however interesting that in 250 Paerisades appears in the list of donors along with
Antigonos Gonatas and Stratonice, the daughter of Demetrios Poliorcetes (comp. G. Grorz, Rev. d. Et. Gr.,
XXIX, 1916, 315, note 5; F. DURRBACH, Inscr. de Délos, 298, 83-88 with bibliography). Cf. also the Delian
inscription of the same time in honour of a Bosporan citizen, 1. Gr., X1, 4, 609. Cf. 1143. Does it not show
that after the battle of Cos Paerisades went gradually over to the side of Antigonos ?

2 Compare the story of Sarapis and of his Sinopian origin, Fr. Hist. Gr., 111, 487, cf. Polybius, 1v, 38.
On the recent finds of Egyptian objects of Ptolemaic and Roman times in S. Russia, see B. TOURAIEY, Rev.
arch., 1911; A. V. ScuMIDT, The New Orient (Russ.), 13-14, 1926, p. 342 ff.
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Now, there is no doubt that Egypt alone was not able to cover all the needs of the
various Greek markets. The grain production of Egypt was not large enough. No wonder
that the second largest productive area of the world—the Bosporus—was thriving and
prosperous even in the time of the Ptolemiesl. The Ptolemies dominated the sea and the
market, they did not monopolize the market and did not intend to.

Of course their toleration of the Bosporan trade was conditioned, exactly as such
toleration used to be in the time of Athenian domination. The Ptolemies did not object to
the Bosporan king selling his grain but did not extend this indulgence to everybody. To
the friends, not to the enemies! Grain was too powerful a weapon in the hands of Phila-
delphos to let it slip out of his hands and to allow the Bosporan kings to counteract
the measures which he took. Thus a frequent interchange of embassies between Alexandria
and Pantikapaeum was a necessity. No doubt the ambassadors—in this exactly similar to
the theoroi of Argos—discussed with Apollonios, the dioiketes (finance minister) of
Ptolemy, some political and economic problems, especially the management of the grain
market, and this is the reason why Apollonios was so anxious to keep them in good mood
and to satisfy their curiosity as regards the temples, pyramids and the sacred crocodiles of
the Arsinoite nome.

We must not forget that for Philadelphos in his struggle with Syria and Macedon the
alliance of such a powerful king as Paerisades was not indifferent. Paerisades no doubt
held under his control the Black Sea and might have interfered any moment in the affairs
of Thrace and of its Greek cities, the neighbours and the vassals of Macedon. As an ally
of Macedon Paerisades might have been dangerous to Egypt inasmuch as he could help with
his grain many Greek cities, especially those of the islands, and thus make them indepen-
dent of Philadelphos. Last but not least, the excellent gold of the Spartocids was welcome
in Alexandria, and the Alexandrian merchants were eager to supply with their articles the
rich customers of the Bosporus?.

As regards the vexed question of the date of the battle of Cos the new document brings no
decisive evidence. The battle of Cos did not ruin utterly the influence of Egypt on Aegean
aflairs. And thus an embassy to Egypt is natural even a short time after the great battle.
However as I say no decisive evidence is forthcoming from our document. The only point
which seems to be evident is, as Bell has pointed out, that the embassies could not possibly
be sent at the time of a great naval contest between Macedon and Egypt. And I may add
that probably the embassy of our document was one of the last. As the Delian documents
show (see p. 14, note 1), Paerisades very soon neglected his old friend Ptolemy for the new
star Antigonos.

1 Tt is shown by the beautiful graves of the Spartocids of this time near Pantikapaeum, by the
enormous mass of gold and silver stored in them, and by the fact that the Scythian graves of this
period are as rich as those of the Bosporus.

2 Comp. the relations between Philadelphos and Ziaglas of Bithynia, DITTENBERGER, Syll.?, 456. I
wonder that Pomtow has considered it possible to date the Delphian decree, DITTENBERGER, Syll.3, 439,
in honour of Paerisades and Kamasarye in the time of Paerisades IT. It is well known that the Paerisades
of the Delphian inscription is one of the Bosporan kings of the second century, the same who gave so many
gifts to the Didymaean Apollo.
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OBSERVATIONS ON THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE
ROMAN EMPERORS IN THE SECOND HALF OF
THE THIRD CENTURY

By ARTHUR STEIN

Although various investigations have shown that to determine with any degree of
exactness the reigns of the Roman Emperors from Philip to Diocletian is an enterprise
beset with difficulties, it is nevertheless worth while to establish what can serve as a
reasonably secure basis for further research. This is the more advisable in view of the
remarks of H. Mattingly?, who, in the interests of a hopeless theory, is prepared to
sacrifice the solid foundation of facts.

The dispute is concerned specially with two points, in regard to which I was com-
pelled and, even after his renewed defence, am still compelled to reject Mattingly’s
hypothesis; and since he now adduces new arguments I must reply with new counter-
arguments, which, I hope, can only contribute to a further clearing of the position.
These points are: (1) that Gallus and Volusian in their coinages carried on the regnal
years of Decius as their own, and (2) that in the Alexandrian coins of Valerian and
Gallienus by the first regnal years of the Emperors was meant the Egyptian year 252/3.

I noted as an objection to the first hypothesis the fact that Mattingly, on that
assumption, is compelled to postulate for the reign of Gallus and Volusian a period of
scarcely a year, whereas they reigned over two years. Mattingly himself, in his new
article (p. 16), now withdraws the estimate which he made in Num. Chron., 1924, 119,
for Aemilian, whose first year is therefore not 251/2 but 252 /3; hence he was not recog-
nized in Egypt as Emperor until some time before 29 August, 253. I can only express
surprise that Mattingly did not draw the corollary from this conclusion. For, if his ex-
planation be accepted, we are faced with a hiatus; year 3 of Gallus and Volusian would
then be 251/2, year 1 of Aemilian, according to his modified view, 252/3, or rather
merely July and August, 253. Then how is the larger part of the year 252/3 to be filled,
since there are no coins of the fourth Alexandrian year of Gallus and Volusian?
Mattingly seems indeed to consider it possible that in Egypt after Gallus at first
Valerian and Gallienus were recognized, then Aemilian, and after his fall in the autumn
of 253 Valerian and Gallienus once more. But even granting that our literary evidence
for Aemilian’s success and end is exiguous, yet we must not so far disregard it as to
turn upside down everything that this scanty evidence offers.

It is therefore not the fact that this evidence is insufficient to invalidate Mattingly’s
conclusions. All the accounts we possess contradict most flatly the assumption that

! My refutation of his criticism in Num. Chron., 1924, 119, which I developed in Archiv, viII,
11-13, is assailed by M. in this Journal, X111 (1927), 14-18. Although full recognition must be accorded
to the excellent spirit in which he conducts his polemic, his attempt to contest what is well established
induces me to offer the above observations. I hope that he, whom I value as a distinguished and
deservedly esteemed numismatist, will not feel himself in any way personally affected by my words, which
are directed purely to the point at issue. Plato amicus, amicior veritas!
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Valerian was recognized in any part of the Empire, above all in Egypt, so early as 252,
Aemilian not till nearly a year later, in July, 253. Specially true is this of the state-
ment made unanimously (save for the quite obvious clerical error in Syncell. 715,
Tpeery; for Tprurjve) alike by the Greek historians, the Latin epitomators, and the chrono-
graphers, to the effect (with unimportant variations) that Aemilian reigned about three
months (see my statement of the evidence in Archiv, vi1, 43 f.). Now Valerian was not
elevated by his troops until after he had received from Gallus the commission to oppose
Aemilian®, If this event is to be placed, with Mattingly, in 252, one must assume that
between the elevation of Aemilian and his recognition as Emperor 10-11 months elapsed,
which nobody will believe when he reads that Aemilian, as soon as he was hailed Emperor,
marched on Italy in great haste (uera moANoD 8¢ Tayovs, Zosim., 1, 28, 3; adrika...éomevde,
Zonar., x11, 21), and that immediately afterwards occurred the decision against Gallus
and Volusian.

If then Mattingly admits that Aemilian was not recognized in Egypt till July or
August, 253, Valerian cannot have passed there as Emperor so early as 252. On the
contrary, the datings in Egypt must have been by Gallus and Volusian till well into the
year 253, and there should therefore be coins and papyri of their fourth year, which as
a matter of fact is not the case.

In this connexion I should like to call attention to another contradiction in which
Mattingly involves himself. He answers my reference to the many papyri dated in the
second year of Gallus by the statement that there is a double system, (1) the official
one of the coins, which describes 251/2 as year T, and (2) the unofficial, according to
which the same year was year B. But how does Mattingly account for the fact that we
possess papyrus documents of year I' of Gallus and Volusian2? Is he going to declare
that the dates of all these papyri are those of the official system, whereas, just as
uniformly, all the papyri with year B follow the unofficial reckoning? But if the third
year in the papyri is that of the unofficial system, then, since such papyri occur from
both the beginning and the end of this year, there should be at least some of the
corresponding Alexandrian coins of the fourth year, which, as I have just shown, for
another reason also ought to be in evidence if Mattingly’s explanation were sound.

That we possess coins of the sixth year of the era of Dacia only for Valerian and
Gallienus, not for Gallus, and for Aemilian only of the seventh and eighth years, gives
us pause, as Mattingly says. But even here we must in any case reject the idea that
dates were reckoned by Valerian more than a year before Aemilian. The mention of the
sixth year on the former’s coins is due therefore, as is assumed also by Pick (Antike
Miinzen von Nordgriechenland, 1, 4) and regarded as possible by Mattingly himself, to
hastily cut or damaged stamps with “an. x1.”

The non-occurrence of a Xv year on the coins of Aemilian from Viminacium can
prove nothing, inasmuch as we cannot certainly determine either the exact starting-
point of this era or the day of Aemilian’s death. Mattingly assumes “before the end of

1 Only this sequence has any authority in our sources; any other combination is quite in the air.
‘Whoever therefore declares the literary evidence too scanty to contradict this renounces the possibility of
using these sources (Zosim., 1, 28, 29 ; Zonar., x11, 21, 22; Joann. Antioch., Exc. de insid., 110, 60 DE
Boor ; Petr. Patr., Exc. de sent., 264, 158 Boiss.; Epit. de Caes., 31, 1; Vict. Caes., 31-32, 1; Eutrop,, 1x,
5-7; Hieron., Chron. Olymp. 258, Chronogr. a. 354) at all, even in connexion with the official documents
of the first rank, among which, as M. rightly remarks, the coins are to be placed.

2 P.S.I., vir, 795 (1 Sept.), Oxy., x1v, 1640 (17 Oct.), vi1, 1119 = WILCKEN, Chrest., 397 (22 Aug.); also
an ostracon, TAIT, Archiv, Vi1, 224 (no day mentioned).
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September’’; Pick, op. cit., 25, says, more cautiously, “Herbst 239”; it is therefore quite
possible that Aemilian, who, in my opinion (cf. Archiv, vi1, 44), reigned until September,
253, had already fallen at the moment when the xv year began at Viminacium.

Mattingly’s theory arose purely from the effort to explain the coins of Gallus and
Volusian with “tr. pot. mi1” and the absence of their Alexandrian coins of the second
year; and it rests solely on these considerations. I do not wish to lay too much stress
on the consideration, no doubt a pis-aller, that in the first case there may be an error of
the die-cutter, and that for the second attempts at an explanation have been made,
which, it is true, do not satisfy Mattingly. But, however that may be, his theory, as
will have been seen, is confronted by insuperable obstacles; there is in fact, given the
state of the case, nothing left us but to return to the supposition not only that it was
not till after August, 253, that Valerian and Gallienus actually came to the throne, but
that it was only then that they were recognized even in Egypt.

I will not repeat the proofs that Valerian’s year A was 253/4; this holds good for
the papyri not only “sometimes” (p. 17) but always: there is no other reckoning either in
P. Strassb. 7, 8, 10, 11 (“seem,” says Mattingly) or in Oxy. x11, 1407 (the Egyptian date
in this document does not refer to the same year as the consular date); on the contrary,
P. Strassb. 10, for example, gives the date 16 Oct. (268) for Claudius’s first yearl, and
hence reckons Gallienus’s sixteenth year as 268/9, his first year therefore as 253/4. If
this is the case, then the coin dates also rest on no different basis; for Macrianus’s
year A= Valerian’s year H in P. Lips. 57 just as in the Alexandrian coins (M.’s table,
p- 15). A double method of reckoning does not occur, as I have shown in detail in
Archiv, vi1, and Klio, xx1, 78-82, till the period after the death of Gallienus, although
it is just for this period that Mattingly refuses to entertain it If he contests this, with-
out bringing for this particular point any really new counter-arguments2, he does so once
more on the ground of his thesis, that the first year of Valerian was 252/3, against which
therefore the preceding lines are primarily directed.

1 M. does indeed call this date “irreconcilable with the evidence of Alexandrian coins”; but it is the
“gvidence” of M.’s combinations, not the “evidence” of the coins, that is affected.

2 It seems to me inadmissible to use the dates of the Gallic pretenders to solve these subtle chrono-
logical questions, since these dates, as M. himself rightly remarks (¢f. too my article R.E., 111, 16581,
1666, v, 703 {.), are uncertain.
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NOTE ON THE FOREGOING
By H. MATTINGLY

As a friendly correspondence has failed to bring Dr. Stein and myself nearer agree-
ment, we must leave our controversy to the judgement of scholars. I should just like to
add a few words on the weakest point in my argument, on which Dr. Stein has naturally
concentrated his attack—the events of A.D. 252-253.

Aemilian’s Egyptian coins, which are not rare, are all of the second year; they point
to a reign beginning in August. If this is August of the year 253, Aemilian’s reign
extended to the end of October or later of that year: our authorities agree in giving him
about three months. But the inscription from Gemellae in Numidia quoted by Drssav,
Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae, 531, shows us, on October 22nd, 253, a dedication to
“Victoria Augusta for the safety of our lords Valerian and Gallienus’ made by soldiers
of the legto I11 Augusta, who have returned from Rhaetia to Gemellae. The dedication
is made by a part of the army, which had been concentrated in Rhaetia by Valerian
against Aemilian. The victory of Valerian, then, must lie some months back from
October 22nd, 253. Aemilian’s Egyptian years, then, are not 252/3, 253/4, as suggested
in my article: so far as Dr. Stein’s attack on my views depends on this dating, it ceases
to be effectivel.

Aemilian’s years in Egypt must, therefore, be 251/2, 252/3, as I had at first thought.
His revolt was not such a momentary affair as our fragmentary tradition might suggest.
He revolted in August, 252, and drew Egypt and probably the East at large with him2.
Trebonianus Gallus sent Valerian to Rhaetia to rally the German armies to his aid.
Neither Aemilian nor Valerian reached Italy that autumn. In 253 Aemilian got his blow
in first and defeated Gallus with little difficulty. After a short pause, perhaps for
negotiations, Valerian followed and defeated Aemilian with equal ease. Aemilian may
have been Emperor by the end of March, 253, and a corpse by the end of June.

[Dr. Stein sends us the following comment on the above:—

The argument which M. here thinks decisive against my theory is the inscription
from Gemellae, but in point of fact it proves nothing for his assumption that Valerian
was hailed Emperor before the end of August, 253. What he says beside about Aemilian
—who in his opinion revolted in Egypt as early as August, 252, and immediately
struck coins, but cannot have been Emperor before March, 253, and was killed by the
end of June—has not the least support in our sources, either in the authors or in the
evidence of the coins. Editor.]

1 Dr. Stein places the defeat of Aemilian in September, 253 : this is barely, if at all, reconcilable either
with the Egyptian coins or with the inscription just quoted. But, even if he were right, it would still
remain certain that the dies imperit of Valerian is before the end of August, 253—and that is the vital
point.

2 The mint of Dacia had apparently ceased to strike for Gallus, even before Aemilian’s revolt. Vimi-
nacium may have held out for some months for Gallus. The date of its era is not later than September :
Philip, who died about the end of September, 249, lived long enough to have a year x1, 249-250. Hostilian,
who certainly died within a short time of his father, Trajan Decius (probably died July, 251), has a
year xIu, 251-252, which his father has not. Trebonianus Gallus, Aemilian and Valerian all have a
year X1v (252-253).

C
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CHRONOLOGICAL PITFALLS
By J. G. MILNE

The arguments used in the discussion on third century chronology suggest some
observations on the necessity of investigating the value of Egyptian evidence in such a
matter.

As regards the use of papyri, there is a risk of giving too much weight to the dates
of isolated documents. The Egyptian scribe was liable to err, as we all are: and he was
more likely to go wrong in dating than a modern clerk, since dating by regnal years is
more difficult than by calendar years, as anyone who has had to do the former can
testify : moreover, I should doubt whether the standard of education was as high in the
Egyptian local government service as it is in the English. From over thirty years’ experience
I know that it is not infrequent for a slip to be made in the date of an English official
document, and I should expect such slips to be more frequent in ancient Egypt. So, if
a date which does not fit in with the received chronology is found on a papyrus, it
should not be hastily assumed that it points to the existence of a variant system.

In this particular case, much use has been made of the reckonings in P. Strassb. 7,
8, 10 and 11, which are treated as supporting one another: but in fact they should be
regarded as representing two separate problems. P.Strassb. 11 is written on the back of
10, and depends on that for its dating: it is not to be taken as an independent piece of
evidence.

P. Strassb. 7 and 8 must be considered with P. Strassb. 6: these three give a list of
payments of the same tax for the same people to the same official, as a rule in two
instalments each year, from 2 Valerian to 1 Tacitus. From the form of the documents
and the editor’s description, it would appear that the representatives of the payers from
time to time went through the local archives and jotted down copies of the entries they
found there: in any case, it is clear that the lists are later compilations from old papers;
and the two entries for each year are always treated as coming under the same regnal
date, except where a new scribe begins a new list—at the first entries on 7 and 8. It
may be assumed that the scribes were working on somewhat the same scheme as the
compiler of the table of reigns in P. Oxy. 35 verso, who ignored all broken years: but
it is noticeable that the schemes of the three papyri do not fit: the last entry in 6, and
the last in 7 if the editor’s restoration is correct, are of years which could not exist on
the schemes followed for previous entries: so 7 and 8 start with entries dated on a
different scheme. In view of these facts the chronological value of P. Strassb. 6, 7 and 8
seems small.

P. Strassb. 10 thus becomes isolated: and with regard to it there only needs to be
added, to what has been said above about the general liability to error, the further
reminder that personal idiosyncrasies in dating are not unknown. There are people who
refuse to recognize a change in the calendar, or an alteration in government, and persist
in adhering to the old system in defiance of official orders: and the conditions of Egypt
in the middle of the third century would give much opportunity for such intransigence.
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On the numismatic side, the use of Alexandrian coins for dating is often marred by
the tendency to estimate the activity of the mint by the number of specimens to be
found in Museums, or, in other words, by the number of different types used in any
year. On this theory, coins of 12 Nero would be very rare, as only two types of billon
and two of bronze were struck, and the ordinary collection naturally is content with a
specimen or two of each: as a matter of fact, the billon coinage of this year was
enormous, as may be seen by reference to the tables in Historical Studies (B.S.4. Egypt),
11, 30-4. As I have more than once pointed out, the general rule at Alexandria was
that, the busier the mint, the fewer were the types used. The coins of Aemilian, though
there are several types, are very rare, and the blundered inscriptions and uncertain
portrait suggest that they were struck very soon after the news of his recognition was
received at Alexandria, and ceased to be issued before there was time for correct models
to come to hand.

Further, the fact that no Alexandrian coins of the second year of Gallus are known
is no reason for suggesting that another system of dating was used at the Alexandrian
mint than that which makes 2 Gallus=251/2. A blank year at that mint is not unique:
in the reign of Septimius Severus there were several close together, in years 7, 14, 18
and 19: and even when coins were struck, the output varied greatly: under Severus
Alexander it dwindled down almost to nothing in years 8 and 9. So it seems unneces-
sary to hunt for Alexandrian coins to be assigned to 251/2.

It must also be noted that the Alexandrian mint did not issue coins at the same
rate all through the year, so far as can be judged from the statistics for broken periods,
such as 68/9, when the proportions of the issues are, roughly:—1 Galba (2 months) 6:
2 Galba (5 months) 3: 1 Otho (3 months) 3: 1 Vitellius (2 months) 1: 1 Vespasian
(2 months) 2. So the fact that there was a considerable output of coins of 1 Claudius II,
almost equal to that of 15 Gallienus, does not prove anything as to the respective
amounts of the Egyptian year covered by these two periods: and the joint total of the
two is less than that of 2 Claudius. My impression is that the mint of Alexandria was
usually busier in the summer than in the winter: and this might be accounted for by
the need of coin to pay taxes in the last three months of the Egyptian year.

The foregoing warnings are of general application to the study of the chronology of
Roman Egypt: two notes on questions arising in the present discussion may be added.

Some years ago I tried to prove that Gallus continued to use the regnal years of
Decius, and brought in the evidence of the coins of Viminacium and Dacia: but I found
that this raised more problems than it solved. And the dating of these coins is hope-
lessly careless: I lately found a coin of Viminacium, of Philip, which was clearly
inscribed ANI|: the engraver of course meant ANVI, but he did not engrave that.

The Egyptian dates of Vaballathus are of no help in this problem. He was not
recognized in Egypt till some time in his year 4, which was equated with year 1 of
Aurelian. His years must run from his assumption of power at Palmyra, and, unless
any evidence is obtained as to his Palmyrene dating, they do not elucidate Egyptian
chronology.
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ON EGYPTIAN FISH-NAMES USED BY
GREEK WRITERS

By D’ARCY WENTWORTH THOMPSON

From Herodotus, Strabo, Diodorus, Athenaeus and Xenocrates we can compile a long
list of Egyptian fishes, but of many of these we are told nothing but their names. A few,
such as éyyelvs and keaTpeds, are plain ordinary words, and these offer no ambiguity, for the
eel and the grey mullet are common fishes of the Nile. Others, like yAavis, Opicoa, vapxn,
oi\ovpos, are more or less familiar words, usually open to easy and safe identification; but
it is another matter when these names are applied to Egyptian fishes, for those fishes to
which the Greek names usually belong are not found in the Nile. The best we can then
do is to look among the fishes of the Nile for similar or analogous species; but we may
still be in doubt as to which bore the original and which the borrowed name.

The older scholars and naturalists had their eyes open to the puzzle of these Greco-
Egyptian words, but they knew that they were groping in the dark for want of better
knowledge of Egyptian fishes. Rondeletius, for instance, speaking of the fish Alabas
(p- 434), says: Alabas...et alil infiniti pisces quorum nominibus supersedeo, nobis ignoti.
Sed admonendi sunt studiosi alios ideo incognitos esse quod nobis peregrini sunt, ut Nilotici
qui e mari in Nilum subierunt: alii aliorum locorum proprii. Quamplurimi corruptis
nominibus apud Plinium, Athenaeum, Aristotelem in exemplaribus nostris leguntur.

Greek or so-called Greek fish-names come to us mostly through Oppian (the Cilician),
through Athenaeus and his cosmopolitan friends, and from parts of Aristotle’s Natural
History, which parts (especially the Ninth Book) are often of doubtful authenticity or
alien origin. Indeed the well-known fact that the eel is the only fish mentioned in Homer
might suggest that the early Greeks cared little for fish, and that their language was far
from rich in words relating thereto. On the other hand the Egyptians were famous in
Herodotus’s time (11, 139) for their dried and salted fish; and Lucian again (Navig., 16) bears
witness to the excellence of their tdpuyor. Diodorus (1, 52) tells us of the vast quantities
of fish caught, such that the curers, Tods mpooraprepodvras Tals Tapiyeiats, could scarce
keep pace with them, and counts no less than twenty-two different kinds from Lake Moeris
alone. The export of fish, dried or otherwise prepared, was one of the busiest trades of
antiquity. Moreover Greek sponge-fishers ply their trade in Alexandrine waters to-day,
and so may they have gone to and fro in very early times. In short, even apart from
travellers’ tales of Hgyptian fishes, there were plenty of opportunities for Egyptian fish-
names and Semitic and other strange names besides to mingle with the Greek, coming in
as part and parcel of the old lingua france of Levantine mariners.

Fish-names are among the words peculiarly open to borrowing and to all the vicissitudes
of Volksetymologie, as the sailor, the merchant and the fisherman bandy them to and fro.
Even our own vocabulary draws its fish-names from many languages, with no little cor-
ruption and confusion; the Fr. limande becomes our ““lemon” or lemon-sole, and cod, torsk
and saithe, all three of them names of the cod in as many languages, become with us the
names of as many species of fish. Nor should we forget that fishermen and huntsmen
sometimes cling to very ancient words, as old (so to speak) as Babel. Who shall say from
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what language, or from what group of languages, such world-old words as tunny, seine-net
or aaryijvn, byssus, sepia or Tevlis originally came?

As for the Egyptian fishes themselves our stock of knowledge has been growing ever
since the days of Forskal and of Geoffroy St. Hilaire, and it may be said to have been at
last completed by Dr. G. A. Boulenger’s exhaustive monograph®. Besides Dr. Boulenger,
MM. Claude Gaillard, Victor Loret, Ch. Kuentz, Pierre Montet and others, not to speak
of Brugsch, Budge and the other great Egyptologists, have put many old Egyptian and
Coptic fish-names within our easy reach, and also the vernacular Arabic, in which traces of
Old Egyptian speech remain.

Here is a rough list of fishes attributed to the Nile by the Greek writers, one or more
of them, whom I have mentioned above:

aBpapis AdTos, MdTws

alaBis, aahafBns, Alabeta AemidwTds

Baiwy (Hesych.) Aoyvos

Bots (Strabo) HALDdTYS

Bwpevs (Xenocr.) vdpKn

YAavis oEvppuryxos

éyxervs wepdnpis (Numen., ap. Athen.)
é\ewTpls camépdns

&rnros ailovpos

Opicoa auués (Xenocr., Artemid. On. 14)
KeaTpevs auvodovTis

kbapos TUPAY

Kopaxivos arypos, paypwpros (Strabo)

KU ptyos dica

xoipos (Strabo)
There are a few names in this list whose ascription to an Egyptian source seems plain

and certain; many more lend themselves to conjecture; others again seem to be quite
obscure. Let us see what we can make of them, one by one.

arafris, aAAdBns (Athen., 312 b, Geopon., x1, 7). This is obviously an Egyptian word,
as M. Chassinat and others have already shown?. It represents the O.Eg. rept, or leps,
which becomes in Sahidic Aabuc, and in Bohairic Aesqr. M. Chassinat points out that in
the Papyrus magique de Londres-Leyde, 1x, 9, the same word occurs in its demotic form,
Ibs or labis, and is spoken of as Ibs gm, i.e. the black labts. The Egyptian name survives in
Modern Arabic, under such forms as labis, labees, labisu, lébsa, lebes, lips. Forskal quotes
an Arabic form halavi, which, as Coraes has already remarked (ad Xenocr., p. 176), is not
to be distinguished from dxaBsjs. Alabeta (Plin., v, 9) is again the same word.

Athenaeus (301 ¢, d) speaks of a fish AeBlas; he describes it as ué\as Tyv ypoiav, and
declares it to be identical with #watos. I have little doubt that AeBlas is but another
form of the same Egyptian word; and the black colour of Athenaeus’s fish goes some way
towards supporting this identification. I am further inclined to suspect (meo periculo) that
Athenaeus’s synonym #rartos is also an Egyptian word, and no other than the O.Eg. abtu,
a fish, 4 _Jsse=, a word occurring in the Book of the Dead. On the other hand, Arche-

1 G. A. BoULENGER, Zoology of Egypt, The Fishes of the Nile, London, 1907.
2 E. CHASSINAT, Un papyrus médical copte: Mém. de UInst. fr. d’arch. orient. du Caire, xxx11,1921. CYf.
CL. GATLLARD, Recherches sur les poissons représentés dans quelques tombeaux égyptiens: ibid., L1, 41, 1923,
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stratus (ep. Athen.) says that the AeSlas is found round about Delos and Tenos, and if that
be so it would be a sea-fish. This runs counter to my suggestion; but I am not inclined
to abandon it, for the transference of a name from one fish to another is a common thing,
and Archestratus is no great authority.

Another difficult, and perhaps allied word is éxeperis, énednris, éneperss (Hipp., 357, 45).
Coray (ad Xenocr., p. 92) would read dA¢noris here; but this suggestion is not more
plausible than the other.

The fish to which these Egyptian names apply is the commonest of Nile fishes, a
Cyprinoid or carp-like fish, described as Cyprinus niloticus by Forskal (Descr. animalium
etc., 1775), and re-described as Labeo niloticus by Cuvier. According to Isidore G. St. Hilaire,
the name lebse is used generically by the Arabs at Asyiit, where the fishermen speak of
this species as lebse seira, the ‘“true lebis,” and have a corresponding specific name for the

allied Labeo forskaliz, Cuv.

aBpapls or dBépuis. This is one of the Nile fishes mentioned by Athenaeus (312 a).
That the name is an Egyptian word has long been known; it was known to Schemseddin
Mohammed, an Arab scholar of the early sixteenth century quoted by Schneider?, and
Jablonski? and Wiedemann? are among those who have called attention to the fact.

At the root of dBpauis is pams (or m-pamr) of the Scala Magna, the Coptic name of
Tilapia (or Chromus) milotica (L.), a common fish often to be seen on mural paintings and
sculptures of the Old Empire. It is commonly known nowadays by its Arabic name bolts,
wsbly; but there are several alternative names in Arabic, as there are in Coptic also.

According to M. Cl. Gaillard and others the proper name of this fish in O.Eg. is dn;
while rm, the O.Eg. equivalent of pams, meansrather fish in general®. This word rem became
in time supplanted, in the general sense of fish, by the word abti, of which we have spoken
already; and rem then came to mean “the fish” par excellence, the most valued of all Nile-
fishes, that is to say Tilapia nilotica, or bolti.

Another Coptic word for the same important fish is wacqowps, retained to this day by
the fishermen on Lake Menzaleh under the form sabdr or shabdr, jlui. It is not impossible
that in the Greek camep-8is, or camép-8ns, we have the same word; and even {immovpos, or
{mmovpos, may be related to, or corrupted from it.

There is yet another Arab synonym, k., mest. This is given, on the authority of
MM. Loat and Kuentz, in Boulenger’s Fishes of the Nile (p. 528) and in M. Gaillard’s
Recherches (p. 88), as a synonym of the boltz, rarely used in the Delta and at Cairo, but in
common use at Akhmim, Girgeh and Nag-Hamadi. In the Greek-Coptic Glossary of Dios-
corus, edited by MM. Bell and Crum (degyptus, vi, 179-226, 1925), we find dBpauis glossed
by emewce. The editors do not explain the Coptic word; but it seems not unlikely that in
mest we have its Arabic derivative.

The O.Eg. name dn, q:; or ’an-it, is at least suggestive of the Gk. avfias. The fish-
symbol which enters as a determinant into the word dn is a very good picture of the
Tilapia itself.

1 J. G. SCHNEIDER, ad P. ARTEDI, Synon. Piscium, 1789, p. 322 ; from Notices ¢t Extr. des MSS. de la
Bibl. du Roi, 1, 255.

2 Opuscula, 1804, 1.

3 Sammlung der altigyptischer Worter welche von . Autoren umschrieben......worden sind, Leipzig, 1883,
p. 8.
¢ Cf. also M. PIERRE MoNTET, Les poissons employés dans Décriture hidroglyphique: Bull. Inst. Jr.
d’arch. orient. du Caire, X1, 46, 1913,
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Mr. S. R. K. Glanville has figured (Journal, x11, Pl. xix, 1926) two objects, one pre-
dynastic, the other of the Eighteenth-Nineteenth Dynasty, on both of which is repre-
sented a group of fishes clustered round and feeding on a rounded ball of something or
other. And Mr. Glanville correlates these ancient drawings (one two thousand years older
than the other) with Herodotus’s description (11, 93) of the (yfdes of dyelalor which
migrate up and down the Nile: the males shedding their milt which the females swallow
on the downward journey, while the females drop their spawn and the males swallow it
on the way up. Now the fish represented on the aforesaid objects are undoubtedly either
Tilapia nilotica or some closely allied species; and it so happens that Tilapias (among other
fishes of the family Cichlidae) have the very curious habit of taking the young fry into
their mouths, and lodging them there or in the pharynx for protection. There has been
much dispute as to whether it be the males or the females which do this; recent evidence
seems to be on the side of the females, but it would not be surprising if (in one species or
another) both sexes should be found to share this parental charge. In any case, and
whether Herodotus be wholly right or no, it seems very likely that he is alluding to
this curious habit, and that the same is roughly depicted on the ancient objects which
Mr. Glanville figures and describes.

koparxivos. This seems to be a plain Greek word, with no trace of Egyptian or other
alien origin, but it is not easy to interpret; it is applied both to a sea-fish and to a fish of
the Nile, and in neither case is its meaning certain.

Athenaeus gives us several synonyms of the Egyptian Coracine. It was called (121 ¢)
mértns by some, and sjuivnpos at Alexandria. Another name, according to Euthydemus
(308 ¢), is gamépdns; and again it is called mrd7Taf at Alexandria (309 a), or, according to
Philotimus, m\atioTaxds (308 f). gamépdys, as I have already said, may be the Coptic
wacgoyps, whence the Arabic sabdr; and wértns might well be the same word as survives
in the Arabic bolts. Whether this latter word may lurk also in the Alexandrine wAdraf
and mhatioTaxds is a question which we may leave alone. Now we have seen that boltd
and sabdr are synonymous, and that both undoubtedly refer to Tlapia nilotica, which we
have also identified with ¢Bpauis; and this identification of xopaxivos is so far supported
by the account which Athenaeus and Martial (x111, 85) give of its excellence as a food
fish. For Tilapia is the best of all the Nile fishes, save perhaps the great Nile Perch
(Lates); and there is no better fish than rxopaxivos, says Athenaeus, it is even xara wdvra
ToD puIANov kpeloowy.

But again, the name xopaivos (though Athenaeus explains it 8ia 70 Tas képas wiveiv)
suggests a black or dark-coloured fish; and we have seen that the lebis or araBjs (Labeo
naloticus) is spoken of in the Papyri as black, though we might rather call it dark metallic
blue. And lastly Pliny tells us (xxx11, 69) that “coracini fel excitat visum’’; and precisely
so does M. Chassinat’s medical papyrus recommend, twice over, csw iAabnc kame—“gall
of the black labis”’—as a remedy for defective vision.

Such evidence as we have, then, is ambiguous; and we may find reasons for identifying
ropaxivos either with dhaBrs or dBpauls, .e., with Tilapia or with Labeo niloticus. 1 think
there is some confusion in the Greek; and I suspect that Athenaeus and his friends were
none too careful in discriminating these two fishes.

Aemidwtds. This again is a difficult fish to explain and identify. It was a sacred fish
according to Herodotus (11, 72); and was the only sacred fish mentioned by him except the
eel. It was identical with the carp, kvmpivos (Dorio, ap. Athen., 309 e); it was one of the
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three fishes (together with ¢dypos and éEUppuyyos) which devoured the lost member of
Osiris (Plut., Is. et Os., xvIII).

Linnaeus gave the name of lepidotus to the fish which we have just identified with the
lebis or anafBrs, Forskal's Cyprinus (Labeo) miloticus. This is a very carp-like fish, and it
was moreover the only Egyptian Cyprinoid which Linnaeus knew; its scales are large, as
in most fishes of the Carp family. Now the Coptic (Bohairic) Aergs, which survives in lebis,
etc., is defined in the older dictionaries (Scale Magna, Peyron) as piscis squamis vestitus,
of which phrase the Greek Aemidwrdés would be a straightforward rendering; and the form
of the word is so like an echo of Aexqr or lebis as to suggest that Volksetymologie played
its part in the transliteration. On the other hand the lebis was not a sacred fish, and
thereby its identity with Aem:idwrés becomes at once improbable.

A very sacred fish was the great Nile Perch, Perca (Lates) niloticus, L., which Sonnini?!
was the first to identify with the Ad7os of the Greeks, worshipped at Esneh or Latopolis.
This fish is much prized for eating; according to Cuvier and Valenciennes “tous les auteurs
reconnaissent que Lates niloticus est le meilleur des poissons du Nil; seul le ‘bolty’
(Tslapia milotica) peut lui étre comparé.”

One of its names among the fellaheen near Cairo is Keshr, »~3, which signifies “fish-
scales”; and here M. Gaillard asks: “A-t-on donné ce nom au Lates parcequ’il est couvert
d’un grand nombre d’écailles, ou bien y a-t-il quelque rapport entre ce nom et les sphéres
remplies d’écailles de Lates qui ont été trouvées ensevelies dans le sable de la nécropole
d’Esneh, au milieu des millions de momies de ce poisson2?” In either case this Arab name
Keshr (it is only one of several) lends itself to close comparison with AemiSwrds.

Athenaeus treats AdTos separately (311f), and neither asserts nor denies its identity
with Nemidwrds. At Asylit the fish is still called ldtes, wdo?.

A third identification of AemidwTés remains. Sonnini (op. cii.) identified it with the
bynna, U:.,', Cyprinus (Barbus) bynni, Forskal: and Geoffroy St. Hilaire® adopted the same
identification, on the ground that “la carpe qui peut justifier le nom de ’écailleuse par
excellence, celle en laquelle on admire les écailles les plus larges et les plus beaux reflets
argentés, est indubitablement 1’espéce publiée par Forskal sous le nom de Cyprinus binny.”
With this identification MM. Boulenger, Gaillard and Lorentz all agree.

The fishes which, as we learn from Greek writers, were held sacred in Egypt are the eel,
the Oxyrrhynchus, the Aem8wTés, Adros, and ¢aypos; of these the eel and the Oxyrrhyn-
chus (Mormyrus spp.) are not to be mistaken. Aembw7os is sacred on the authority of
Herodotus, who couples it with éyyelvs; and of Plutarch, who associates it with ¢dypos
(or ¢paypwpios) and éEppuyyos. Strabo (xvii, 823) says that the Oxyrrhynchus and Lepi-
dotus are universally venerated in Egypt; while Adros is the object of a local cult at
Latopolis.

The number of fishes depicted on Egyptian monuments is large, but only three, so far
as I can learn, are found as mummies: viz. the ¢£vppvyyos or Mormyrus at Behnesa on
the Bahr Youssouf4, the Nile Perch (Lates) in great abundance at Latopolis, and the
Bynni, according to Geoffroy St. Hilaire, at Thebes. Herodotus’s statement that the eel
was a sacred fish is so far unconfirmed. Apart from the Oxyrrhynchus we have then three
Greek names of sacred fishes, AemidwTds, AdTos, and pdypos, and but two fishes, the Lates

1 Voyage dans la Haute et Basse E"gypte, 1799, 11,

2 LORTET et GAILLARD, Faune momifide de Pancienne Egypte: Archives du Musée de Lyon, v, 189,
1903.

3 Descr. de I’ Egypte : Hist. nat. des porssons du Nil, xx1v, 280, 1829.

4 Cf. LORTET et GAILLARD, I, 190,
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and the Bynni, to equate with these; Ad7os speaks for itself, and we are left with Aemidwros
and ¢dypos. Aemidwtis, as a sacred fish distinct from Adros, can be no other than the
Bynni; at least we seem to be following the trend of argument, and we are certainly
following the chief authorities, if we so identify it.

xvmpivos. We have mentioned the word xvmpivos as synonymous (according to Dorio)
with Aemidwtés. It would be curious indeed if this word also had an Egyptian source;
but we may at least suggest, as a possibility, a connexion with an unidentified fish-name
chepri, T|(5. Here and elsewhere I would much rather suggest than assert, and a con-
nexion between chepri and xvmpivos is the merest of suggestions. I do not forget that
M. Lorentz has, with no less caution or dubiety, suggested that chepri may be connected
with waqowpr and L.

¢dypos. As a sacred fish this is not to be identified. I know no O.Eg. or Coptic fish-
name which resembles it at all closely; but the Arab name bakkar (4 ,3yis) for one of the
commonest of Nile catfishes (Bagrus bayad, Riippell) is very like it. On the other hand
Clement of Alexandria, taking the word (rightly or wrongly) to mean greedy, gluttonous,
speaks of ¢dypos as a voracious fish with blood-stained fins, one of the first fishes to come
down with the flood-waters of the Nile. This is at once recognizable as the kelb-el-bakr or
river-dog (Hydrocyon), a fierce creature found in the Lower Nile ““chiefly during flood-
time,” with great teeth protruding though the mouth be shut, and with fins tipped with
pink or orange as though they had dabbled in blood. The sea-fish mentioned under the
same name by Aristotle, and still known by such corrupt names as wdypos, payypt, etc.,
is another thing altogether, a perch-like fish, Sparus pagrus, L.

Bwpets. This fish is mentioned by Xenocrates: he is speaking of the rapiyia Bwpidia
which it yields, and saying of the fish itself—ol xai @uoi éoblovrar.

I do not know that anybody has pointed out the Egyptian source of the word, but it
is plain and simple. The fish is the common grey mullet (Mugil cephalus), the bourt, (3, 99,
of the Nile fishermen; the Coptic equivalent is gops. In early Egyptian the word does not
seem to occur, the grey mullet being called adj, or adou; but M. V. Loret tells us that in
some late (Ramassid) papyri, the form bar: occurs.

vaprn. This word, which in ordinary Greek means the Torpedo or Electric Ray, is
included by Athenaeus (312b) in his list of NeiAgor éx6ves, and can there be no other than
the well-known ““electric eel,” Malapterurus electricus. While a few other passages quoted
by Athenaeus may also refer to the Egyptian fish, and while it is also possible that the
vdprn caught by rod and line in Oppian (Hal., 111, 149) may have been that species, the
above brief reference in Athenaeus is the only sure and certain one; on the other hand,
many passages in Aristotle and in other writers refer clearly and specifically to the
Torpedo. Thus Plato, in the Meno, talks of 5 mAatela vdpxn 1 faratria; and Dioscorides
and Galen both talk of % fararria vdpkn, as though it were necessary to distinguish it
from another and fluviatile species. It is still more curious that that great physicist Hero
of Alexandria, discussing the power and penetration of the Torpedo’s shock, says never a
word of the Egyptian fish, but speaks only of % farar7ia.

No 0.Eg. word has been identified with the Malapterurus; in short, the lack of early
references to this common and remarkable fish is very striking indeed. Du Bois Reymond,
the great and scholarly physiologist who spent his life in the study of electrical physiology,
chose as the subject of his college dissertation—Quae apud veteres de piscibus electricis

1 P. MONTET, op. ctt., 40.
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exstant argumenta (Berolini, 1843). He quoted well-nigh all the many classical references to
the vapn (save those of Oppian), and declared that, common though Malapterurus is in
the Nile, and although “ antiquitas posterior ejus jam mentionem faciat,” yet, “neque apud
Aegyptos wn scripturis eorum hieroglyphicis, neque apud Graecos in mythologia eorum ex
Aegypto profecta, ulla hujus piscis subesse vestigia.” After nearly a hundred years this
remains substantially true; even the O.Eg. name of the electric eel is unknown.

We have, however, in 0.Eg. the word nar, or narou, =<, commonly applied to certain
fishes of the same family as the electric eel, now called Clarias and Heterobranchus; and
all these catfishes, including Malapterurus itself, have a strong family likeness, owing
especially to their long whisker-like feelers at the sides of the mouth. And this ner may
be, possibly, at the root of vdpxy.

The Coptic name for Malapterurus is tpemeps, given in the Scale Magna, of which
I have nothing much to say; but it does set me a-thinking of a passage in the Historia
Anvmalium (1x, 620 b), in that curious ninth book which is none the less interesting that
it is non-Aristotelian and that it is replete with foreign influence. Here then we read that
the vapkn narcotizes, or paralyses, the little fishes which it would overcome, 7¢ Tpéme dv
éxyet év T orépuaTi—a phrase which seems to baffle translation, but of which no variant
readings are on record. The commentators have tried to mend the text as best they could.
Gaza, Camus and Schneider would all read oduar: in place of grouar:; and in my own
Oxford translation of the H.4. I went further, and ventured to read Tpouw for rpémew,
taking it to mean what Réaumur?! called ‘‘cette vertu du tremble.”” This seemed to make
sense of the passage, and brought it into close accord with Gaza’s translation: Torpedo
pisces, quos appetit, aflicit ea ipsa quam suo in corpore continet facultate torpends.”

But in all this effort to emend we are obviously prejudiced by the belief that the
passage must refer to the Torpedo; it would be a different story if we should admit the
possibility of the Egyptian electric eel being in question. For the clectric cel is conspicuous,
like other catfishes, for the peculiar structures, the long filaments, which fringe its mouth,
even if they be not precisely év 7} oréuati. As to Tpeneps, this so-called Coptic word has
a very un-Coptic look. As Mr. W. E. Crum first suggested to me, it may well be corrupt
Greek, and it may even help us some day to a better understanding of the Aristotelian
passage.

On the same page, a few lines further down, we come to another and an analogous
difficulty: where Aristotle (or rather the Ps.-Aristotle) tells us that ““the §vos, the Bdros,
the Yrjjrra, and the pws burrow in the sand, and after concealing themselves angle with
the filaments on their mouths which fishermen call their fishing-rods; and the little fishes
on which they feed swim up to these filaments, taking them for bits of sea-weed such as
they feed upon.” When I translated the passage, making the best I could of it, I gave
hake, ray, flat-fish and angel-fish (i.e., squatina) as more or less customary renderings of §vos,
BdTos, ¥iTTa, and puwqq; but I knew that the evidence for such identification was worth
very little, that any small basis it had was biassed by the confident belief that these must
be sea-fishes of the Mediterranean, and I further called attention to the fact that not one
of the said fishes has any barbels or oral filaments at all. There is a partial exception, it
is true, in the case of the Fork-beard Hake; but this is a deep-sea fish, none too common,
never likely to be watched at close quarters by the fishermen. But the whole family of
Catfishes is conspicuous for the long feelers or filaments about the mouth, the long
whiskers of the “cat”; and several of them are amongst the commenest fishes of the Nile.

1 Hust. de I’ Acad. royale des sc., année 1714, pp. 21, 22.
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In short we should begin to have some hope of understanding the passage if we could
suppose it to refer not to Greek but to Egyptian fishes.

Returning to vdpxn, we may observe that Oppian’s account of how the shock travels
up rod and line, aiyra 8¢ yairys|imwmeins Sovaxés Te SiéSpapev és ' dhidjos | SekiTepny
éornyre, or Claudian’s account of the fisherman and the torpedo, ...damnosum piscator
onus praedamque rebellem Jactat, et amissa redit exarmatus avena,” or Pliny’s (xxx11, 2, 1),
are all just like the account given by Abd-Allatif, an Arabian naturalist of the twelfth
century, of the ra-ad, or thunder-fish, as the Arabs still call this eel-like catfish: “ A fisher-
man who had caught a ra-ad assured me that when a fish was in the net the same effect
was produced without the man’s hand ever touching the fish, and being indeed a span or
two away from it, ete.”

The Egyptian vdpxy is mentioned by Horapollo (11, 104), in a passage on which I have
no light to throw: *Avfpwmor géfovta morkovs év Bandaay Oénovtes anuijvas, vdprkny TOV
ix00v Lwypadoiaiv: atiy yap, tav idy Tods moANovs TOY ixOvwv iy Svvapévovs KolvuBav,
gvlhapBdver wpos éavrny kal cdlet.

o{hovpos. This word usually means, in Greek or Latin, the great Sheatfish of the
Danube and some other European rivers (Ausonius speaks of it in the Moselle)—a giant
member of the Catfish family; it is the great fish which took a yoke of oxen to bring it
ashore (Ael., H.N.,x1v,25). Its proper name in Greek is yAavis; though the species described
under that name by Aristotle (H.4., v1, 568 a, et al.) is smaller than, and otherwise slightly
different from the common Sheatfish of Central Europe (Ael., x1, 45). The German name
of the Sheatfish is Wels, or Seile; and I have sometimes wondered whether this latter
word may not be that T{Awv or YriAwr of which Herodotus speaks (v, 16),—mampaxes xai
Tidwves,—the only two words left us of the language of the old lake-dwellers.

The great European catfish which we know as the Silurus, and which Aelian and
Ausonius called by that name, does not occur in Egypt, nor of the many catfishes found
there is any one of great dimensions. The largest of Nile fishes is the great sacred
Perch, the AaTos or Mdrws of the Greeks, which has no resemblance to a catfish or sheat-
fish; but it so happens that Athenaeus, describing the Egyptian Latos, does compare it
with the sheatfish in respect of size: of 8 év 7¢ Neiho motaud ywouevor Adror 7o péyebos
ebpiarovTar rai Umép Siaxocias NiTpas Eyovres: o 8¢ ixOvs odTos NevkoTaTos wv, kal 7§dtoTos
éoTi, mdvTa TPoTOV TKrevalouevos, TapaTiioios wv T kata Tov laTpov yevouéve yhavide.

It is just possible that in the bare lists of Nile fishes which have come down to us,
oihovpos may be corrupt, or may have taken the place of another but somewhat similar
word. If for oilovpos we might read some such word as oihovyos, we should have its

prototype to hand at once, in the Coptic caAowry, O.Eg. selg, serq, to which words we shall
presently return.

On some other Siluroid fishes, or Catfishes.

Two out of the many catfishes of the Nile, not very different from one another and
both very common, are Silurus (Schilbe) mystus, L., and Silurus (Synodontis) schall. It
seems to have been Riippell (1829) who gave the name Synodontis to this latter fish,
borrowing it from Athenaeus (312b). This is the name which the fish still goes by among
naturalists, but what led Riippell to identify it with that Greek name I do not know.

The former fish is the common Schilbe, L%, which word may be easily identified (if
we are not troubled about the _% and =) with Coptic xeAqas. In the short list of fish-names
in the Greek-Coptic Glossary of Dioscorus, already mentioned, we have the following
fragment: ...... Tis+ cAbow. Here, on the Coptic side, we have a word closely akin to
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Schilbe; while as to the corresponding Greek word of which only the last syllable remains,
there are not more than about half-a-dozen fish-names ending in ...7cs, and cvvedovris is at
least as likely as any of the others. Again the Greek fish-name sd\7n may well be related
to the group =eAqaw, LA, cAbor.

The second fish is what the Arabs call sal or skall, J\&, and is the OEg. ouhd (waha),
or ouhdou; according to the Scala Magna, a Coptic equivalent is m-repc, a word which,
according to M. Victor Loret, has not been traced to an Egyptian source. As to the
Egyptian oukd, M. Loret points out that it is certainly derived, like the name for the
scorpion, %@\ (Sahidic) owoore, (Bohairic) - ovoge, from the verb £, to prick. With
the feminine form, meaning a scorpion, M. Loret goes on to compare (from Paris MS.
Copt. 44) n-ovoge=iyxfdiov, and he makes the suggestion that this iy6v8.0v is the Schall.
As a matter of fact, the Schall is remarkable for his three sharp and dangerous spines, in
his dorsal and two pectoral fins. In Athenaeus (312 b) and in Strabo (17, 823) we hear of
¢idoa as one of the Nile-fishes; but we are told nothing but its name. I suggest that this
¢iaa or 7 vaa, is nothing more nor less than our Coptic n-ovoge.

The O.Eg. word srk, |, is usually determined, just like %, by a scorpion; and just as
0.Eg. ouhd gives us a pair of words, one meaning a scorpion the other a fish, so does
M. Montet (op. cit., 46) now show us that the scorpion-word srk is alternatively deter-
mined by a fish, |, <=, and that fish (in the Temple of Sethos I at Abydos) is one of the
catfishes. M. Montet identifies it with Clarias anguillaris, in which, however, there is
nothing scorpion-like; but he likewise identifies with Clarias the fish called nar, which we
have taken to mean, more generally, one fish or other of the family—including (that is to
say) the Schall itself. Is it possible that the m-xepc, which Coptic word we only know
from the Scala Magna and which is there ascribed to the schall—is it possible, I say, that
we dare make a slight transposition of letters, and read in it n- cepr, p-serek, the scorpion-
fish!? And now I find among the Arab synonyms for the Schilbe, the name sarruk, s o,
which fits like a glove to our O.Eg. p-serek, or p-sarek; and we know that the Schilbe has
the same sharp spines, only somewhat shorter and less dangerous, than its close cousin the
Schall. These words, by the way, lead us immediately to Scorpion-town, P-slg, in Greek
Wénkis, Vérkn.

Lastly we have the Coptic fish-name cadowxs (or wadowrs, glossed by Kircher crabro,
vespa). This M. Gaillard recognizes as obviously a derivative of slg, but he assigns it (on
somewhat slender grounds) to a very different fish, Petrocephalus bane, i.e., s, dawawsl, o,
of which fish the O.Eg. bes is a well-known and well-authenticated name. I should be
inclined to put all these names together, notwithstanding that there is some uncertainty
as to their precise specific attributions.

M. le Page Renouf identifies the late word () §\ <, aka (or aba, as he transliterates it),
with the Schall (P.8.B.4., xv, 105, 1885); but other and more recent writers are quite
sure that the name and symbol apply to Lates niloticus, which fish is very plain, in the
form (A <=, on the bas-relief of Médiim (Fr. PETRIE, Medum, Pl. 12, etc.).

I am inclined to think that the name applies to both fishes, and that the Schall is as
clear in M. le Page Renouf’s transcription from the Royal Sarcophagus (B.M. No. 32) as
Lates is in the bas-relief of Médim.

! I think it far from unlikely that the word scorpio itself may hark back to an Egyptian ancestry.
Whether any of the Greek fish-names derived from scorpion (okopmis, oxopmios) (¢f. Athen., 320 f) be
identical with our Egyptian scorpion-fish is a doubtful matter.
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votidavos. In the genus Synodontis (to which we refer both the Schilbe and the Schall)
one or two species have the remarkable peculiarity of swimming on their backs, belly
upwards; and they are often so depicted in the old temple fishing-scenes. Exposure to
light discolours or darkens the belly of the fish; and this fact is expressed in the Arab name
sdl baten soda, *“ the schall with the black belly,” transliterated into the zoological cognomen
Synodontis batensoda, Riippell. M. V. Loret, in a foot-note to M. Gaillard’s book, points
out the curious fact that an O.Eg. verb sbn, meaning to “fall upon one’s back,” is always
written with the sign of the fish as its phonetic determinant; and further that an O.Eg.
fish-name, sebnou, ﬂ_j%”&c—, derived from the verb, must in all probability refer to the
very fish of which we are speaking, namely Synodontis batensoda. There are two other
fishes in Egypt, and only two, which have the same curious habit; but one of them is all
but identical with S. batensoda, while the other is altogether different. The latter, accord-
ing to M. V. Loret, is never represented on the monuments, while S. batensoda is frequently
depicted, and always upside-down.

It is just possible that all this may throw new and much needed light on a couple of
fish-names recorded by Athenaeus (294 d), voridavos and émwwTidevs, the one from an
Aristotelian fragment, the other mentioned by Epaenetus, who was a poet of the cookery-
book and very likely an Egyptian. In the former fragment: A. kevrpivny dnoi Tiwa yareoy
elvar Tov vwtidavov, which I suppose we may translate: ““Aristotle says that Centrina is
a sort of shark called (also) Notidanus.” Inthe other case, as Athenaeus puts it: "Emracweros
év'OYaprvring, énwoTidéa kakel, yeipova 8 eivar Tov kevtpivny kal Svewdy * yrwpileslas
8¢ éx Tod wpos T wpdTy Nodia Exeww kévTpov, TGV opoeddy ovk €xovtwr. It is not clear
how much of this comes from Epaenetus and how much is added by Athenaeus or by the
scribe. We seem at any rate to be told that vwTidavos or émivwridevs is a fish known by a
sharp spine in its front fin, a structure which the allied species—presumably of sharks or
dogfish—do not possess. With sea-fish and Mediterranean fish in our minds it is of
sharks or dogfish that we cannot help thinking; and we find that among these only one
small family possess spines in their dorsal fins. The only species of this family which need
concern us are the common Picked Dogfish, or “Spur-dog,” Acanthias vulgaris, Risso
(Squalus acanthias, L.), generally identified with the Gk. axavfias; its close relation
Spinax niger, a fish fairly common in the Mediterranean; and the rarer Centrina Salviani.
But all of these fishes, and all the rest of the sub-family to which they belong, not only
possess {wo dorsal fins, but have a strong, sharp, conspicuous spine in the fore-part of
each of these two fins; the distinctive character, according to Epaenetus, of possessing
a spine or spur, mpos T4 mpwry Aogpia, does not hold. Not only that, but as soon as
we free ourselves from the obsession that we have to do with a shark or dogfish of
some sort or other, we begin to see that the words vwribavos and émwwTideds can very
ill bear the meaning we have read into them, namely that of fishes with a spine in their
dorsal fin.

We do not know for certain, and may never know, to what fish or fishes these names
actually belonged; but I am inclined to think that they were Alexandrine names, trans-
lated or adapted from some older Egyptian name, for the fish we are speaking of, Syn-
odontis batensoda or one of its closest allies. The two Greek words become simple and clear,
I think, if we may apply them to a fish which swims upon its back (veTov); and our
Synodont agrees not only in this character but in other two—being armed with sharp-
pointed spines in its fins, and being of poor quality or unpleasant taste. The Synodonts
have a spine in the front part of the single dorsal fin, and they also have a powerful spine
in each pectoral fin, close to the head. We must admit that Aogpia ought to mean a dorsal
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fin; but in this case the whole three spines make a sort of common armature which,
making some allowances for inaccuracy, may be deemed covered by mpos T mpwry Modia.

I would suggest, then, that we might take the Aristotelian fragment over again, and
translate it freely: ‘“There is a certain fish called Notidanus, because it swims upon its
back (véTov); it is a fierce, predaceous or shark-like fish (yareds); and because it is armed
with a sharp-pointed spine (or spines) it is also called the Prickle-fish (xevrpivy).” All this
tallies precisely with what we might say, or might expect to hear, of that close ally of the
Schall, S. batensoda.

In the second fragment Epaenetus likewise associates the fish which he calls émrwwTidev:
with xevtpivn; and speaks furthermore of the evil taste or smell of one or other. We have
not far to seek for confirmation; for M. Gaillard tells us of the Schall: ““sa chair est peu
estimée; il n’y a guére que les indigénes de trés humble condition qui ne la dédaignent
pas.” We are reminded of Juvenal’s reference (1v, 32) to the Egyptian Silurus, which he
says fetches but a poor price: “magna qua voce solebat Vendere municipes fracta de merce
siluros.”

As to xevTpivy or kevtpiTys, it is usually taken to mean in Greek the Picked Dogfish
(dxavBias), and that may be its meaning in certain passages. But after all, it is only a
simple descriptive word, which suits any “ prickly” fish; and it is, as near as may be, the
precise equivalent of the Eg. p-slg, and the other words which we have associated with it.

TU$An (Athen., 312 b), TupAivos or TupAivys (Hesych., Marcell. Sidon.), is another Nile
fish of which we are told nothing but the name. The d¢is Tudhivos, or TiPrwyr, of
Aristotle and Aelian is another thing altogether, and is pretty safely identified as the
Sheltopusik or Blind Lizard, Pseudopus Pallasii. There is no blind fish either in the Nile
or in the Mediterranean; nor any which might conceivably give rise, for other reasons, to
the epithet Tugrés. I suspect another case of Volksetymologie, with Coptic vefv at the
bottom of it. wvebw, as we have seen, means “a fish” in general; we might perhaps go
further, and suggest tehv-Aexqr as a possible basis for the Greek name.

oinos. We find in Kircher’s list of fish-names wi- cvmoc, oo, forella; and this Coptic
name looks as though it were the self-same word as oiuos, mentioned as an Egyptian fish
by Athenaeus (312) and also by Xenocrates—if we read with Coraes xnt@deis otpos for MS.
kntwdeaipovs. The fish giuos is also mentioned by Oppian (Hal., 1, 470) and by Artemidorus
(Oneirocr., 11, 14); but in no case have we any clue to its identification, save only what the
epithet xnpTwders may give. cwmoc looks like anything but a Coptic word; and I quote it
merely to suggest that giuos, n- cvmoc, may both be plain ordinary Greek: that, in short,
the borrowing may here have gone the other way.

Menominia.

In Johannes Cassianus, De coenobitorum institutionsbus, 1v, cap. 22 (Migne, XLIX, 183),
we read of the industry and frugality of the Egyptian monks, quibus maxima cura est operis,
and apud quos...pisciculi minutr salitt, quos illi menominia vocant, summa voluptas est. For
menominia, however, the text reads maenidia, and an editorial foot-note explains: meno-
mama habent plerique codices, vocabulum Latinis incognitum; pro quo Ciaconius maenidia
reposuit, non improbabili conjectura. Wiedemann refers to the passage!, but throws no light
upon the word: “agyptisch ist das Wort jedenfalls bisher nicht aufgefunden worden.”

! Sammlung der altagyptischen Worter welche von Fl. Autoren umschrieben oder iibersetzt worden sind,
Leipzig, 1883, p. 29
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The word however does occur, in the well-known Coptic-Arabic Glossary, Paris MS. 44 :
Marnmomens, diaio. Whether or no it be connected with wawwis, at least the meaning
tallies. Mauwis, which Hesychius identifies with ouapis, is some small and worthless fish,
or sometimes the small-fry of larger fish; it was the food of the poor, and mangia mendole
is still a contemptuous saying in modern Italian. The synonymy of the word is discussed
by Coraes (ad Xenocr., p. 83).

The word menominia, or masmomens, may be a reduplicated or may be a compound
word. The syllable men might suggest comparison with uevedpwf (men-eqwt), an alleged
name for the crocodile, found in the Chronicon Paschale (Migne, xcir, 385); and this again
with the puzzling crocodile-name which MM. Bell and Crum read as Bawedwd, and which
is equated with &cag (i.e., yauyra) in their Dioscorus Glossary. This word BawedpwT has
been lately discussed by Spiegelberg (Zeitschr. f. dg. Spr., 1926, 35), who accepts the
word unhesitatingly, sees in it with as little hesitation the word Bai, the soul, and comes
to the singular conclusion that the latter part of the compound word is the name of the
God Nephotes, Nfr-htp, out of which (by a mis-reading of mi-epwv for negwr), the word
edwr has been coined. I prefer to believe that epwr is a well-authenticated word for
a reptile, especially the Snapping Turtle, Chelydra triunguis, and is the 0.Eg. T3,
apes$, as Brugsch stated it to be.

Mevedwr is a curious word, with a curious history. The passage in the Chronicon
Paschale relates to the prophet Jeremiah, earth from whose grave was supposed to heal
the bites of crocodiles; and it occurs also in Epiphanius and Dorotheus, all of whom
borrowed the quotation, according to Du Cange, from a certain ‘‘auctor MS. de xvi
prophetis.” Epiphanius has it, ods xa\. oi AiydmTior Nepwd, "EXAnves 8¢ kpoxodeirovs, a
point in Spiegelberg’s favour. But when we turn to the others we find ods xa). of
Alyimrior Mevepal (lege pév épwb),” ExAyres 8¢ k7. In short, the word memnequwr vanishes
away, while eqw7 is more or less, though not completely, substantiated. This point was

noted by Lauth in his paper on Horapollo (SB. Bayer. Akad., 1876), but seems to have been
overlooked or forgotten.

Summary.

We see then that many Greek names of Egyptian fishes, and not a few other Greek
fish-names besides, are not to be explained by Greek philology but are often similar, and
closely similar, to Egyptian words. That dBpauis, dhaBijs and Aaros (especially the former
two) are Egyptian words has long been known to scholars. I have suggested that dvfias,
Bwpets, fmartos, AeBias, wéNTns, cakmy, camwépdns, TVPAn, Pdypos, pica are all likewise
Egyptian words; and I have suggested, but more doubtfully, that éxepiris, fimmovpos (or
trmoupos), kumpivos, vdpkrn and oilovpos may also be Egyptian.

There remain a good many other analogous cases which I have not discussed in this
paper. For instance Acipenser = xipen-pennu; apia = mehi, mhit; Baxyos = abay; Bods
(Strabo) = bout, | e paia=rai; cdpyos=srq; xdvwa=chnd; ¢uxis = p-ukas, Copt.
qowkacr (i.e., pickled fish); all these are examples of apparent similarity between the Greek
and the Egyptian word, which I suspect (though with varying degrees of confidence or
assurance) to be true cases of equivalence.
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AN AGRICULTURAL LEDGER IN P. BAD. 95
By M. SCHNEBEL

In P. Bad. 95 Bilabel has made accessible a document of the greatest importance for
agricultural procedure. The document in question furnishes the annual balance-sheet of a
large estate for four consecutive years, 8th—11th indiction, in the seventh century A.D.

The papyrus contains the financial statement of a mpovontis. Ipovonrys in later
times, according to GELZER, Stud. z. Byz. Verw. Aegyptens, 87, was ‘“not a standing
estate-manager but a tax collector engaged by contract; mpovonaia is the tax district within
a possessio.”” The owners of the estates in our document therefore may very well have
possessed other landed property falling within the province of one or several other
mwpovonoiar. Here of course we can deal only with the estate for which an account is
rendered in P. Bad. 95, and this is the estate meant in the sequel when the ““total estate”’
is mentioned. From the 10th indiction onwards this estate is divided in the balance-sheet
into two parts, Ilporauov dwped and Tlpéoodos s Marapias. The reason why will be
told immediately. The contents are as follows:

Il.  1-152: account of the 8th indiction for the total estate®.
153-253 : account of the 9th indiction for the total estate®.
254-265: receipts in kind )

. o ] 2

IR TS zeosipts In cash | of the Swped for the 10th indiction.
298-342: disbursements in cash J
343-395: account of the dwped for the 11th indiction.
396407 : receipts in kind of the mpdaodos for the 11th indiction.
408-433: receipts in cash of the mpogodos for the 10th indiction.
434-472: disbursements of the mpocodos for the 10th indiction.
476-520: disbursements of the mpéoodos for the 11th indiction.

From this division it becomes obvious in the first place that the papyrus cannot have
been written till after the 11th indiction, and this is confirmed by the insertion at 1. 463
of a rebate3 for the 8th-11th ind. into the account for the 10th ind., to the amount of
12 nomismata wapa 48 xepdtia. We shall see later? that it is a question of an annual
rebate of 3 nom. mapa 12, which here in the 10th ind. includes also the reckoning for the
11th ind. ; this could scarcely have been done if the account for the 11th indiction had
not been drawn up at the same time as that for the 10th ind. Moreover, our document is
a fair copy, and so not an original. That seems to me proved by the fact that in 1. 241
the total is given as 77 nom. 15 ker. (in reality it tots up to 77 nom. 5% ker.), while at

1 Bilabel, P. Bad. 4, p. 148: “[Ipordpov dwped?].” That will not suit, since 1l. 1-253 contain the
receipts and disbursements both for the lands included under the dwped in the 10th and 11th indictions
and for those which are counted in these years under the mpdoodos.

2 Bilabel, P. Bad. 4, p. 148, assigns 1. 265-278 to the mpdoodos, wrongly, in my opinion, since the
receipt total of 1. 278 =80 nom. 11} ker. is reckoned in the account for the dwped, 1. 341.

3 xougp/ in 1L 115, 116, 235, 236, 313, 314, 326, 370, 374 should be resolved with WILCREN, Archiv, viI,
92, into kot(wv)=jars, elsewhere into xov(topod)=rebate.

4 Cf. p. 39.
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1. 247 it appears as 77 nom. 15} ker., the error of } ker. having been corrected for no
visible reason. Further, at 1. 363 in the account for barley, the total disbursement stands
at 41 artabas, though the true reckoning amounts to 48 artabas, but the balance is given
correctly as 58} artabas, which demands a total disbursement of 48 artabas.

In our document the receipts are not presented item by item every year—perhkaps for
the reason that the receipts were fixed once for all by written instructions from the
estate management to the mpovonris, as in the case of a mpovonris of the Apion family,
whose request for appointment in the year 583 A.D. is preserved for us in P. Oxy. 1, 136
(= WILCkEN, Chrest. 383)1. Only in the 8th and 10th ind. are these details given. On the
other hand the receipts in kind of the mpocodos are not stated in the 10th ind. but are so
stated in the 11th ind. This second detailed statement of receipts after the 9th ind. is
probably introduced only for the reason that the 10th ind. introduces another apportion-
ment of the net product (1. 521 fI.) and in consequence from the 10th ind. onwards the
total estate is divided for accountancy purposes into dwpea and mpéoodos. For while the
net product of the total estate in the 8th and 9th ind. is divided in equal portions between
three comates, i.e., one-third to each, this same division into one-third each is made in the
10th and 11th ind. only in the case of the net product of the wpdaodos (Il. 521-34),
whereas that of the Swped falls one-half to one of the comates, Germanos, and to the two
others one-quarter each? The cause of the change in the ratio of apportionment may
have been due to a change of ownership arising in the 10th ind.; for while in the 8th and
9th ind. the proprietress of the estate («Upa) occurs several times, and disbursements are
made to her order3 (e.g., ll. 75, 184) and payments booked for her private account

1 Cf. GELZER, op. cit., 87.
2 That can be proved by calculation from our document :
Net product in kind from the dwped for the 10th and 11th ind. (ll. 296-7 ; 362-3):
2954 + 203§ =499} artabas of wheat,
92+ 581 =150} artabas of barley.
Apportioned to the comes Germanos at the rate of 4, to the two other comtes at } each (1. 535 f.) : 499 art.
of wheat, [150}] barley, Z.e., the net product of the dwped in kind for the 10th and 11th ind. (1. 536 perhaps
to be completed [pv L] instead of [py d]. Then the sum agrees exactly for the barley too and corresponds
to the computation of the half at [75}] art. in 1. 538, which is assured by 1. 543. The figures for the
quarter shares of the barley artabas in 1. 538 : [oe] and 1. 539 : ¢¢ are in any case wrong, and can be corrected
from 1l. 546, 548, where 37} occurs. The figure contains a small error of 415 or § such as is often found in
P. Bad. 95.)

The same scale of apportionment can be shown for the net product of the dwped in cash for the 9th and
10th ind. as for the product in kind. From the total net product of the whole estate for the 8th and 9th
ind. as well as from the net product in cash of the mpdoodos for the 10th and 11th ind. (Il 521 ff.), 365 nom.
51 ker. are available, according to 1. 531. Of this amount the comes Germanos receives (1. 532-4) 121 nom.
22 ker., the other two 121 nom. 22 ker. (z.e., §) each.

From the total estate the comes Germanos receives in cash for the whole four years 154 nom. 4} ker.,
the other two each 138 nom. 13} ker. (ll. 544-8).

There remains therefore still to be assigned :

For the comes Germanos 32 nom. 6} ker., for the other two each 16 nom, 3} ker. That is exactly
the half and quarter each of 64 nom. 13 ker.=the net product of the dwped in cash for the 10th and 11th
ind., Z.e., 33 nom, 21 ker. + 30 nom. 16 ker. (1l. 342, 396).

3 Bilabel supplies (¢f. note on 1. 62) é£(odiaopot) and takes the sense to be “expenses, expenditure.”
But in 1. 107 occurs: é£(odiaopod) riis a(drijs) Tis yewpy(ias) "Ap(wvos?) xep(dria) & (adriis=«ipas from
1. 103), z.e., not expenditure for the Mistress but for agricultural purposes. One could, however, translate
é£odiaopds by “order for disbursement,” as in Archiv, 1v, 117, 14 (cf. PREISIGKE, Worterbuch, s.v. éfodiaouds).
In that case such disbursements would be made upon written instructions signed by the Mistress, while
the frequently occurring term “dyp(d¢wr)” would mean disbursements without such written authority.
(Cf. 1. 166: dyp(dpwv) Tijs xip(as).)

D
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(e.g., 11. 76, 239), the xvpa drops out of our document from the 10th ind. onwards and the
payments for her private account cease. But since the revenues from the 8th and 9th ind.,
when the xvpa was still in evidence, are also apportioned to the new owners, the change
of ownership would seem to have taken place by inheritance.

When the receipts are not entered in detail, it yet happens occasionally that a brief
note of their amount precedes the detailed entries of disbursements, e.g., 1. 155, 343, 475.
From one of these notes we can also detect the one alteration in the extent of the total
estate to occur in the four years. In the 9th ind. an addition is made (for what reason our
papyrus does not show), the yedpyiov Tob *Quiaviorov (1. 155), with an increase in the
quota of cash receipts for the total estate from 175 nom. 6 ker. in the 8th ind. to
222 nom. 16 ker. in the 9th ind.! This latter sum holds good also for the receipts in cash
of the 10th and 11th ind.2

The receipts due in kind amount in the 8th ind. to 1010% art. wheat?® and 109} art.
barley (I. 81), in the 9th ind. to 10024 art. wheat and 1094 art. barley (I. 154), in the 10th
and 11th ind. to 10102 art. wheat* and 1094 art. barley each year. The figure for barley
is therefore the same for all the years, while in the 9th ind. it is smaller for wheat by
81 artabas than in the remaining three years. It is a striking fact that our document does
not account for this minus in the 9th ind.®> Rating then the artaba of wheat at 1} keratia*
and the artaba of barley at 1} ker.® the percentage of receipts in cash for the 8th ind.
amounts to 7186, for the remaining years to about 7645, and of receipts in kind to 28-14
and 2355 respectively. The majority of the debtors pay either in cash or in kind, only

1 Supply in 1. 154 : «p(:87s) (dprdBar) p L [vo{puicpuara) poe k(epdria) s°] (cf. 1l. 55, 145), and in L 155:
*Quiaviok(ov) [vo(ulopara) pl] k(epdria) « (cf. 1. 277). The sum of both figures gives then the total in 1. 155=
222 nom. 16 ker.

2 Receipts due: 10th ind. from Swped 80 nom. 11} ker. (. 278)

» » Onom. 9 ker. (1. 342)
» mpoaodos 141 nom. 191 ker. (1. 433)

Total 222 nom, 16 ker.

11th ind. from Swped 80 nom. 20} ker. (1. 395)
» mpogodos 141 nom. 19} ker. (Il. 475, 517)

Total 222 nom. 16 ker.
3 1. 80: total of disbursements in wheat 743 art., stock remaining 267% art., receipts therefore

1010% art.
4 From dwped in each year 445% art. wheat 106} art. barley (1l. 265, 344 ; 362-3)
»  mpdaodos 565 » 3 ” (1. 442-3; 407, 475)

makes 1010% art. wheat 1091 art. barley

Of receipts in kind (wvpod) (dprdBa:) aB are left out of account, this item being converted into cash and
entered in the cash receipts. Cf. 1l. 19, 55, 264, 265, 342. (The 8 has the fraction stroke only in L 19, but
presumably in all places 1§ is to be read.) Wheat is otherwise called giros in our document but in these
five places a symbol seems to stand which Bilabel resolves into mvpds. Now in P. Bad. 95 wheat is valued
at 1} keratia the artaba or 12 art. to 1 nom. wapa 6; thus 1l. 67, 147, 250. In L. 237, curiously enough, the
rate is only % keration, for which I can find no explanation. The (7vpot) (dprdBai) aB are however rated,
perhaps sold, at 9 keratia (Il 55, 342); that would correspond to a price of 5% ker. the artaba. Such a
difference in price is quite incomprehensible and cannot be explained either by a difference in quality or
by a hypothetical artaba of larger size. The price is more than 3} times as high as the normal. When,
e.g., permission is given to the farmers of Panit to cover money payments amounting to 7 nom. mwapa 35
by delivery of 56 artabas of wheat, thus reckoning the artaba at 23 ker., this is repeatedly and expressly
denoted rebate (11. 192, 453, 499).

5 Cf. also p. 37, note 2 below.

¢ According to 1l. 148, 251, where 15 artabas barley are estimated at 1 nom. mapa 6.
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four pay partly in one and partly in the other!. Among the receipts we find the rent of
an oil-mill and of a bakery, also more than once hire for stables and xéAxia. This last
term the editor would translate cellars, but rooms could also quite well be meant. The
receipts, however, derive chiefly from payments for lands. As we are not told their extent,
it is unfortunately impossible to ascertain whether such payments were high or low.

Let us now turn to the consideration of disbursements, which by their nature could not
remain stable but varied from year to year. The individual figures for disbursements must
first be ascertained and then brought into relation with the receipts. The first items
entered in every account year, whether in kind or cash, and whether for the total estate
or for Swped and mpdaodos, are the deductions for the Snudaiov, .., the state taxes. The
fact that a part of the payments of the coloni are deducted for the state by the landlord
is, as a matter of fact, only a continuation of the practice followed de facto in Ptolemaic and
in Roman times. In leases of this period between private landowners and their private
lessees the express condition is frequently found that the landowner assumes responsibility

for the state taxes, naturally taking it out of the rent. The taxes in the 9th and 10th
ind. amount to:

In kind:
1. 157, 436 Jmrép Snuoaiov ‘Epuovmirews 104% art. wheat?
158, 280 R ,,  Iéora 4y, ., 2
159, 437 ’ »  BEpuovrohews 8ia Tod

amarryTod curwcdy  108%

287% art. wheat worth

11 ker. the art. =17 nom. 223 ker.
and in money:

11. 189, 448 mrép dppoaiov Tiis kTricews ‘Eppovmrorews 13 nom. rapa 18 =12 nom. 221 ker.

190, 299 ' » Iléorha odv kduns olkors 6 nom. 18 ker.
191, 449  Jwrép vadrov 1 nom. 1} ker.
Total yield of taxes 38 nom. 16} ker.

! The fruit grower of Thalmoon, the yedpyior SupBixews, the yedpytor Mavir and the heirs of Sarapion,
see 11, 259, 272, 400, 402, 403, 405, 414, 415, 421, 423. Whether in addition the debtor of 11. 401 and 418 is
the same person I do not venture to decide.

? The item Omép dnpociov ‘Eppovmdhews is assigned (as also in the 11th ind., see 1. 477) two amounts,
104% and 113 art. In the rating of the vadthov for these artabas (Il 191, 449, 495) stand these words:
vav(Aov) Tév ai(Tov) (dpraBév) pd.) xabap/ vé(uwopa) a k(epdria) ad. Bilabel hesitates in his notes to 11. 191
and 495 between xafap(év) and kabap(év) as the resolution of xafap/. Now the sums in the individual
entries in P. Bad. 95 are quoted either in nomismata # mapa y or in nomismata » keratia y, and from the
sum totals and the conversions therein made into xafapa vouiopara it becomes clear beyond a doubt that
the numbers after wapa signify keratia to be subtracted, while in entries nom. z ker. y the keratia are to
be added. In entries without keratia the nomismata in the individual entries are termed eloradua, never
xafapd, while the expression xafapa vopiouara is employed exclusively for a total of nomismata worth 24
keratia each in cases where keratia are deducted or added in converting a sum of nomismata, and is never
used in single items. There is therefore to my mind no ground whatever for assuming a deviation just at
1L 191, 449 and 495, for resolving xafap/ into kafap(dv) and applying it to vémopa. It is rather to be
construed with dpraBav and to be resolved into xafap(@v). In that case it is expressly stated that the
104% artabas are clean wheat. We know moreover that only carefully cleaned grain was accepted in tax
payments. The 113 artabas must therefore have been wheat not yet cleaned. While however in the 9th ind.
only 1043 art. are reckoned in the summing up, in the 10th and 11th ind. the whole 113 artabas are
reckoned ; so the mpovoyris has doubtless overlooked an error of 8} artabas to the detriment of the estate
owners. The difference of 8% artabas is the same as the deficit of the receipts due in kind for the 9th ind.
as compared with the 10th and 11th ind., but no connexion can be established between these two amounts.
The item dwép dnuociov Méoha always figures in the same terms at 77} and 74} art. (1. 158, 280, 346).
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In the 11th ind. also the tax yield is the same, for in my opinion 1. 494 is to be completed :
vo(uiopara) vy m(apa) a] Ld. As above remarked, the taxes always stand at the beginning
of the disbursement items. Line 495 contains the vadrov for the 104% clean artabas,
therefore this entry must have been preceded by the money tax for the xrious (cf.
1l. 448-9). The separation of these two entries in the 8th and 9th ind. by the disburse-
ment vmwép Snuociov Iléara (not, however, in the 10th and 11th ind.) is to be explained
by the fact that the latter entry belongs to the account for the Swpei and is quoted there
in the 10th and 11th ind. as well (Il. 299, 361), while the money tax for the xrfjo:s and the
vatlov are assessed under the mpooodos. The wording of 1. 494 I cannot restore; it must
have been much shorter.than that of 1l. 445-8 which have the same purport. Assuming
the correctness of the supplement in 1. 494, the same tax total and the same tax items
result for the 11th ind. as for the 9th and 10th ind., 1. 346, 365, 477-8, 494-5. Since
we shall see that in the 11th ind. the receipts of the total property suffered severely from
an insufficient inundation, the continuance of the state burdens at the same figure is very
remarkable.

Of the total tax yield for the 9th-11th ind., amounting to 38 nom. 16} ker., 17 nom.
22% ker., or almost 4736 °/,, are defrayed in kind, while we have seen above that pay-
ments in kind figure at only 23-55 °/_ of the quota of receipts. The state obviously, even
in later times, set a particular value on receiving the payments in kind, being in need of
these for the provisioning of Alexandria and Constantinople. For the 8th ind. we must
assume a smaller total yield of taxes, seeing that the yedpyiov 700 *Quiaviorov was not
added to the total estate till the 9th ind. Nevertheless, the money taxes are exactly the
same as in the 9th-11th ind. Although therefore the yewpyiov Tod *Quiaviarov was subject
only to money payments and indeed to the considerable amount of 47 nom. 10 ker.
(L. 277), the taxes in kind in the 8th ind. must have been lower than in the last three years.
That inference ought to have been patent from the entry Jmép Snuoaiov Iléaha, for later
on the yedpyiov Tob ’Quiaviokov counts as part of the Swpea and its taxes are found under
the Spudorov Téara (1. 280, 299, 346, 365). Unfortunately this entry for the 8th ind. has
not survived and col. 4 shows too many gaps precisely in the figures for a restoration to
seem possible?.

Disbursements for taxes are most often, but not always, followed by those for rebates
(kovguopot), but the latter do not always stand one after the other as with tax disburse-
ments. These rebates are in no single case deducted under the receipts from the item to
We must assume that this tax also was paid in clean grain. While therefore the difference between cleaned
and uncleaned wheat amounts in the case of dnudowor ‘Eppovmilews to some 7-37°/,, in the case of
Snudoiov Méoha it amounts to only 3-89 °/.. This difference cannot to my mind be explained only by
difference in kinds of wheat which is what Bilabel supposes in his note to 1. 157. So long as we do not
know for certain how the af/ which frequently occurs in these taxation entries should be resolved (the
resolution into &Aagros [with the translation “unthreshed”] as Bilabel tentatively proposes, loc. cit., seems
to me rather risky in view of 1. 346 where 77} art. gurapoi are equated with 743 art. 46/ oirov), we shall
hardly be able to find a basis for the right solution. In the case of the taxes paid to the dwairnris guricay
there stands always only one figure.

1 Since disbursements always begin with the tax items, the two lost lines at the beginning of col. 4 are
to be restored according to 11, 157-8:

(@) dw(ép) Snpociov “Eppovm(dhews) ai(rov) (dprdBai). The pertinent numbers are 104% art. clean wheat
and 113 art. “d6/”; which of these two numbers was counted in the reckoning up it is impossible to say.

(b) Om(ép) Snpoa(iov) Méoha ai(rov) (dprdBar)......

L. 56 is to be restored, at least as far as its sense goes (¢f. 1. 159):
[om(eép) dnplooiov) ‘Epp(ovmirews) 8(ua)] rob dmarr(yrod) oer(ikdv) [oi(rov) (dprdBar) pny’].

Since the tax items of 1. @ and 1. 56 in the 10th and 11th ind. are counted under the wpdoodos and
refer consequently to land thereto belonging, and since these pieces of land underwent no change in the
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which they refer—perhaps because the individual items were laid down for the mpovonTis
on the part of the landowners—but are always entered as disbursements, although they
were not really so. For example, when Victor of Pois in the 11th ind. (ll. 404, 486) has
his whole rent remitted to him, that happens because he cannot pay, and it is out of the
question that he paid the rent, which was then made over to him again. Because of these
remittances the impression given by the receipts is a little falsified, some of them
recurring annually during the four years covered by our document, so that a difference
arises between estimated and real receipts. Here we must mention particularly the receipts
from the Panit estate, which figure among the receipts at 13 nom. wapa 65, 104 artabas
wheat, and in addition 56 artabas wheat “dvti vouioudrov § wapa Ae’’; in the actual
receipts 7 nom. wapa 35 “dvri girov dpraBdv vs1” figure as disbursement and remittance,
so that in reality the receipts from the Panit estate amount to 6 nom. wapa 30 =4 nom.
18 ker., and to 160 artabas wheat, which, at the rate of 1} ker. the artaba, produces
10 nomismata, in all therefore to 14 nom. 18 ker., whereas in the estimate the figure stands
at 13 nom. mapa 65=10 nom. 7 ker., + 160 art. wheat =10 nom., total 20 nom. 7 ker.
Thus the actual receipts from Panit are lower by 5 nom. 13 ker. than appears from the
estimate. Further annually recurring rebates are:

15 artabas wheat to the mwpapiTns of Thalmoon? (at 1% ker.) = 0 nom. 22} ker.

3 nom. 14} ker. for hire of stables and «éA\a in Thalmoon® =3 , 14} ,,
1 nom. wapa 5 for a dovecot in Thalmoon* =0 , 19
3 nom. wapa 12 to 7émov Kdaropos® =2 , 12
4} ker. for ¢pdpos omeppaTwy® =0 , 4} ,
3 ker. to yedpyiov ladwpov? =0, 3 ,
11 ker. for stable hire at Hermupolis®8 =0 , 1} ,,
In all 8 nom. 5 ker.
and with addition of the balance from Panit 5 , 13 ,,
Total 13 nom. 18 ker.

The actual receipts every year are smaller by this sum than the receipts due?.

9th ind. as compared with the 8th ind., we may insert in the 8th ind. for these items the same figures as in
the 9th ind., and supply further:

1. 57 [xovp(tapot) T]dv veodiT(wvr) (cf. 1. 161).

1. 59 [kovgp(topod)] ‘Arpijros, ete., oi(rov) (dprdBar) e (¢f. 11. 164, 282, 348).

1. 60 kahapias [O@apsov ai(rov) (dprdBn)] a (cf. 1l. 163, 281, 347).

For 1l 58, 61 and the figures for 1. 62 I have no supplement to propose. For 1. 61 the supplement
m(apa) seems improbable as we are dealing with disbursements. It might possibly treat of the same dis-
bursement as 1. 165 for the 9th ind., but that is quite uncertain.

For an approximate calculation of the figuras for 1. 62 see below, p. 43, note 2.

1 See 11. 44, 87, 192, 402, 405, 423, 453, 499. 1. 44 is to be restored : [n(apa)] rév ye[wpy(dv) Havir].

2 See 1l. 259 ; 59, 164, 282, 348. 3 See 1l. 26-8, 273-5; 88-97, 191, 194-202, 300-309, 366.

4 See 11. 33, 276 ; 99, 204, 310, 367.

5 See 11. 30, 410, 463. The rebate of 12 nom. wapa 48 for the 8th-11th ind., entered under the 10th ind.,
implies an annual rebate of 3 nom. wapa 12, as is clear from 1. 507, where a further special rebate for the
11th ind. is deducted not from the original payment of 18 nom. wapa 72 but from 15 nom. wapa 60. Line
30 mentions a payment of 28 nom. mwapd 72, which is presumably a clerical error [or a mis-reading.—Ed.],
for the insertion of 18 nom. mwapa 72 in 1. 410 produces the sum total of estimated receipts (222 nom.
16 ker.), which remains constant for the 9th-11th ind.

6 See 1l 41, 420; 100, 205, 451, 497. 7 See Il. 426; 101, 206, 452, 498.

8 See 1. 102, 207, 454, 500. The quota of these dues is no doubt contained in 1l. 50-3 and 429-32.

9 No account is taken of the annual rebate of 11 ker. to the heirs of Sarapion, as this is a case of com-
pensation for a service ; see 1. 98, where probably xoA( ) is to be read xaX(apias), and 1. 203, 450, 496.
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The rebates not of annual recurrence are in reality not rebates at all but payments for
work performed such as a new plantation, a xalauial. A rebate of 3 ker. in all for
three years (8th-10th ind.) to an dpveoTpdpos is indeterminate (1. 455). In the 11th ind.,
however, an exception can be established. In this year the land suffered badly from an
insufficient inundation and consequent &Bpoxyia, which compelled the landlords to grant
heavy rebates to many of the cultivators of their estates. These rebates are several times
expressly designated as dmép dBpoyov (e.g., 1. 380, 489, 515); even when that is not the
case we may assume dBpoyia as the cause in the case of rebates which only occur in the
11th ind. The rebates on account of 48poyia amount to:

Lines
404, 486
257, 359
402, 487
404, 488
515
263, 360
262, 361
399, 483
401, 485
400, 484
414, 513
415, 514
403, 489
42, 421, 509
410, 507
32, 412, 508

31, 411, 506

496, 512
22, 269, 381

267, 380
425, 510

! See, eg., 11. 161, 439.

Debtor
Victor of Pois
yewpyov Movriowvos
yeaopytov Havir
" ”
2 »
Témewov "Evéy
Témeov "Apwvos
yewpyov Aovopdyov
mwepapirns KevepParov
kAnpovdpot Sapamiovos
” b2l
» ”»
yeopywov év SupBiye
» ”
Témov Kdoropos
TIérpos yewpyds "lodvov kal
Mapias in Telbonthis
*Iodxios yewpyds *Ovogppiov
in Telbonthis
yebpyiov "loddpov
Island in the East of
Thalmoon
yedpyiov viicov Oakpdov
vedpyiov "Oews

2

Amount owing
134 art. wheat
96 art. wheat
104 art. wheat
56 art. wheat?
6 nom. wapa 303
44 art. wheat
1083 art. wheat, 1003 barley
87} art. wheat*
6 art. wheat
80 art. wheat?®
1 nom.
1 nom. mwapa 5
95 art. wheat
13 nom. wapa 12=16 nom. wapa 84
15 nom. mwapa 608
13 nom. mwapa 52

11 nom. wapa 44

3 nom. mwapa 18
1 nom. wapa 6

7 nom. mwapa 357
13 nom. mapa 6

407% art. wheat at 1} ker.
33} art. barley at 11 ker.

Total
So read 1. 488 instead of 57 art.

Rebate
134
48
52
28
3 nom. wapa 15=2 nom. 9 ker.
20
36%, 331
293
2
263
0 nom. 8 ker.
0 nom. 61 ker.
313
5% nom. mapa 28=4 nom. 4 ker.
5 nom. wapa 20=4 nom. 4 Ker.
4} nom. wapa 174 =3 nom. 14% ker.

3% nom. wapa 142=3 nom. 1} ker.

1 nom. mwapi 6=0 nom. 18 ker.
0 nom. 6 ker.

2 nom.
4 nom.

mwapa 33=1 nom. 20} ker.
wapa 2=3 nom. 22 ker.

o/, of debt

100
50
50
50
50
4545
33}

24 nom.
25 nom.

51 nom.

171 ker.
111 ker.
1 nom.

161 ker.
21} ker.

3 So read 1. 515 instead of 6 nom.
4 In the quota the yedpytor Aoveiudyov at Kenembaton figures as debtor, while among the disburse-

ments it is the yewpyds "HAias at Kenembaton. There can, however, be no doubt that the two entries have
reference to one another, seeing that all the other debtors in kind of the mpdaodos, under which the entries
in question fall, have their rebate stated elsewhere, except the vintagers of Kenembaton, who, however,
only pay 3 art. barley, and so can have no connexion with a rebate of 29} art. wheat. The sum due is
80 art. wheat, the rebate granted is on 87} art. That is curious. If 1. 61 were completely preserved, an
explanation might be got from it and 1. 165, but this is of course quite uncertain.

® The amount estimated is 90 art. wheat. Since the compensation is allowed only on 80 art. presumably
a portion of the lands in question was not affected by the dBpoyia.

¢ Original amount due 18 nom. wapa 72, 1. 463, annual rebate of 3 nom. mapa 12, as above established,
remaining annual debt 15 nom. wapa 60, on which sum according to L. 507 the rebate was allowed. The
figures show that 1. 507 has reference to 1. 410, although in 1. 410 the debtor appears as Iamvoifios yewpyds
Towiov Kdoropos and in 1. 507 the rebate is granted to *ABpip yewpyds TeABbvfews as receiver of rebate.
That the rémwv Kdaropos was situated at Telbonthis is attested also by 1. 463, 465.

T It is not certain that 1. 380 has reference to 1. 267, but this is very probable ; 2 nom. mwapa 33 is in
fact exactly § of 7 nom. wapdi 35.
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It is most remarkable that the same rate of relief obtains for money as for kind in the
case of those debtors who receive rebate on both counts, namely the yewpyia Ilavit and
év SvuPBiyer and the heirs of Sarapion, the first at a rate of 50 °/_, the last two of 33%°/,.
From this we may conclude that prices of produce did not rise in spite of the aBpoyia,
otherwise the percentage of rebate allowed on money would not have been the same as on
produce.

Among the disbursements those for irrigation claim considerable amounts?, running in
the 8th ind. to 10 nom. 112 ker.2 For the 9th ind. the total cannot be ascertained?; in
the 10th ind. 14 nom. 18 ker. and in the 11th ind. 5 nom. 4} ker.® are expended on
irrigation, comparatively little therefore in the year of the ¢Bpoyia, from which we may
conclude that it was not possible to repair its consequences by artificial irrigation. Our
document shows also the hiring of parts of the sakkiyah® as in P. Bas. Cop. 1 (likewise
from the Hermopolite district and of late date); among parts of the sakkiyakh mention is
made inter alia of TopTava, kukndSes, dfwves?. Eyvaus (1. 124, 136, 219, 391) is no doubt
to be corrected to ékyvais, which apparently means a bucket; see BELL-CruM, Aegyptus,
v1, 207. Our document shows that the provision and upkeep of the irrigation machines
in the case of the present estate also were the business of the landlord, as we know from
various Oxyrhynchus papyri of the 5th and 6th cent. was the case for the Apion family
(e.g., P. Oxy. 1, 137; xvI, 1982) and other landowners (P. Oxy. xv1, 1899, 1900).

Very important are the disbursements for new development and improvements. The
amounts are:

8th ind. 9¢th ind. 10¢h ind. 11¢k ind.
For new development 8 nom. 131 ker# 1 nom. 173 ker.? 2 nom. } ker” — nom. 6} ker?
and reed beds
For buildings 2 nom.? 3 nom. 11 ker.13 3 nom. 16} ker.18 —
For vats 11 nom. 3} ker.® 9nom. 4ker®  9nom. 15} ker!® 8 nom. 14 ker.?
For reeds — 9 nom.1 16 nom.® 24 nom. 3 Kker.2
Various — nom. 12 ker.X  — nom. 6 ker.1¢ 4nom. 6 ker.2 — nom. 18 ker.%
Total 22 nom. 4} ker. 23 nom. 14% ker. 35 nom. 14} ker. 33 nom. 17% ker.

1 In what follows the artaba of wheat is throughout reckoned at 1} ker., barley at 1} ker. The sums
cast in mapa form are converted into standard nomismata at the rate of 24 ker., while fractions of a
keration lower than } are disregarded as in the document itself.

211, 124-5; 127-9; 131, 134; 136-9.

3 11 219, 222, 224-6, 228 produce 2 nom. 22} ker. The figures, however, are lacking for 1l. 215, 216.
The former concerns the erection of a dam.

4 11. 33; 336-8; 457-8; 460; 464-6; 1. 460 no doubt defapev(sjs) rather than Aefapev(ot).

5 11. 385-9; 502. 6 E.g., 1. 125 where I would supply rvpm(dvov), not rvpm(aviorod), 11. 127-8,

7 Cf. WILCKEN, Archiv, vii, 92 and note 1.

8 11. 57, 60, 98, 118-9. In 1. 57 it is uncertain whether wheat or barley is meant. In the calculation
I have arbitrarily assumed the former. In the case of the advance payments, 1l. 118-9, I have assumed
expenditure for new development, although such is expressly stated only at 1. 119.

9 1l. 123, 126, 133. 1011 115-6.

1 11, 107 (allowance for a yewpyia, details are lacking) and 130: pafis axvwiir(ys) for the oil-mill. Is
that perhaps the yow:is, the crushing machine (¢cf. REIL, Gewerbe, 139) of the oil-mill? Its hire amounts
here to 6 ker.; 1. 220 its ruy to the same, yet here, too, more likely we have to do with hire; for in 1. 329
(10th ind.) the T oyvvikir(ys) Galpdov B costs 18 ker. Whether we are dealing here with two machines
is not clear from the text as it stands. In the 11th ind. the item no longer appears. If1l. 130 and 220
deal with the hire of a crushing machine, it is questionable if these items should be reckoned among the
improvements.

For foot-notes 12-25 see next page.
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In the case of improvements the reference is mostly to new plantations of vineyardsin
the lands of Thalmoon and Kenembaton. The reeds required for supporting the vines are
purchased in large quantities, and the colon: are also induced by bonuses to cultivate reeds.
Vats are prepared; 1. 313 shows that the production of vats for 61 arourae of vineyards
cost 8 nom. 15 ker. On this creation of vineyards considerable sums are expended. Most
of the vedpura were doubtless such plantations of vineyards or reed-beds. Whether corn-
land was converted to vineyards or yépoos was brought under cultivation for vines cannot
be ascertained from our document, neither does it appear whether wine was grown on the
estate even before the four years covered by our papyrus. We find, it is true, in the 9th ind.
(1. 227) 18 ker. reckoned “ eis peragoparv olvov Bauod”’ and 6 ker. in the 10th ind. for
“vadlov olvov Balucov,” but whether that means wine grown in Thalmoon and trans-
ported thence or perhaps wine imported for consumption cannot be determined. Wine
does not figure in the account in any part of P. Bad. 95 (it is true the beginning and end
of the papyrus have not survived). Here we must observe that the rent for vineyards in
all the leases of the later period preserved to us is paid in wine or must. In the main, in
our document at least, we must be dealing with new plantations of vineyards, since the
figures in 1l. 227 and 330 are very low in proportion to the large expenditure for reeds.
Apart from this, it may here be remarked, no conclusions can be drawn from our papyrus
about agricultural practice except that much more wheat was grown than barley. That
oil-producing crops were also cultivated is made probable by the presence of the leased
oil-mill in Thalmoon. The entry in l. 328 [dyp(ddwr) Teu(fis) v]avMov) Tob éailov]
Ola]zuoo(v) vo(uicpara) a m(apa) s no doubt refers to oil produced in this mill from crops
grown in and around Thalmoon, purchased by the estate management and conveyed to
properties lying outside Thalmoon. The purchase of oil by the management can be
established by various pieces of evidence (¢f. 1l. 379, 503).

It is a striking fact that our document also includes expenses for wages and for slaves
although we hear nothing about personal exploitation by the owners. Whether the hired
labourers were all of free status is not evident, and, in view of 1. 316, “ @codo3n maidi,”
by no means certain; but here wais does not necessarily mean a slave. How slaves and
workmen were employed can be seen only in the case of three workmen when oihopiopor
(porters, ¢f. WILCKEN, Archiv, vii1, 92) are in question. Still one can doubtless assume
that workmen and slaves had to assist in the course of improvements. In the case of
slaves personal service of the master is a possible explanation.

12 1], 161, 163, 165, 176, 203.

13 11, 214, 221, 223, 238. In 1. 214 the number is incomplete.

14 ]1. 235-6.

15 Tn 11. 233-4, I would, as in 1l. 372-3, 456, 511, resolve not into xaAau(las) but into xakdu(wv), which is
found in full in 11. 312, 315, 369, 371.

16 ], 220.

17 11 281, 332, 439, 450, 461-2.

18 11, 294, 323, 325, 331, 459. The last item really belongs to the dwped but has strayed into the
account of the mpdoados.

19 1] 313-14, 326.

2 11, 312, 315, 456.

21 11. 329, 331. The latter entry deals with road-making; ¢f. WILCKEN, Arckiv, VIIL. 92.

2 1], 347, 480, 490.

23 11. 370, 374.

2 |1 369, 371-3, 511,

2% 1, 384; the reference is to grubbing up sedges.
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Amount of expenses:

8th ind. 9th ind. 10th ind. 11¢A ind.
Hired labour — nom. 12 ker.! — 5 nom. 4 ker.t 5 nom. 224 ker.®
Slave labour 15 nom. } ker.? 15 nom. 13 ker.? 13 nom. 1 ker.5 14 nom. 143 ker.”

Total for labour 15 nom. 12} ker. 15 nom. 13 ker. 18 nom. 5 ker. 20 nom. 13} ker.

The paid labourers receive as wages corn and money, the slaves corn and clothing,
both receive oil as well in the 11th ind.

Lastly we may mention also among disbursements the payments to the private account
of the proprietress in the 8th and 9th ind. In the 9th ind. only a few items enter into the
question, withdrawals of cash to the total amount of 23 nom. 20 ker., and a payment of
4 ker. for Mwapw Tiis kvpas8, in all, therefore, 24 nom. It is true, we cannot be certain in
every case whether the disbursement is made for private account or for the estate. Still
more difficult is the determination in the 8th ind. Still the cash withdrawals of the
mistress, the corn delivery for her bread, the goods in kind delivered  els olxov,” as well
as the payments to a needleworker and a linen merchant, may be regarded as disbursements
for her private account. They reach the total of 16 nom. 83 ker.?

The facts established up to date yield the following total picture for the management
of the complete estate:

8th tnd. th ind.
Receipts Nom. Ker. Nom. Ker,
Art. wheat 10103=63. 4 10023 =62.15}
Art. barley 1094 = 5.113 1093 = 5.111
Cash 175. 6 222.16
Total due 243.21% 290.19
Annual deficit 13.18 13.18
aBpoyia — —
ActuaL RECEIPTS 230. 3} 277. 1
Disbursements
Art. wheat 1. 80 743=46.10% 1. 185 580=36. 6
Art. barley 1. 81 971= 4.21 1. 186 108k= 5.10
Cash 1. 144-52 107. 8% 11. 248, 253 123. 4
Total 158.16% 164.20
Deficit reckoned above
and dBpoxia 13.18 13.18
Balance 144.22% 151. 2
Private account 16. 8} 24
Total Expenses 128.14 =5588°/ ) of the 127. 2=4587°/,) of the
°¢ actual actual
Net product 101.131=4412 °/_) receipts 149.23=5413 °/°( receipts
1 1. 66.

2 1. 74, 75 and 108 give an expenditure of 10 nom. 23 ker. Since, however, the figure for 1. 62 is
missing owing to a lacuna, the number for the 8th ind. cannot be accurately fixed. Now the corn provision
for the slaves demands 112 art. wheat in the 9th ind., 82 art. wheat and 27% barley in the 10th ind.,
76} art. wheat and 32} barley in the 11th ind. For the 8th ind. 45 art. barley is reckoned (ll. 74-5), and
no great mistake can be committed in assuming that the number lacking in 1. 62 amounts more or less to
65 art. wheat. I have accordingly inserted the missing figure in my calculation.

3 11. 160, 208. 4 11. 284-93, 295, 316-22. 5 1. 440, 468.

6 1. 350-8, 375-9. 7 11. 482 (where supply [rov ma)id(wv)), 503-4.

8 11. 239, 240, 217. In the last the fraction of a keration is doubtless lost in a lacuna.

9 11. 64, 68, 72, 77-8, 103-4, 120-1.
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8th ind. 9th ind.
Percentage of Percentage of
— . A
Actual Net Costs Actual Net Costs
Incidence of expenses Nom. Ker.  receipts product Nom. Ker.  receipts product
Taxes ? 38.161 1396 2579 27°15
Irrigation 10.113 456 10-34 817 ?
Improvements 22. 41 963 21-83 1724 23.143 853 1576 1859
Labour 15.1217 674 1526 1205 15.13 561 10-36 1223
10tk ind. 11¢4 ind.
Receipts Nom. Ker. Nom. Ker.
Art. wheat 10103 =63. 4 10103 =63. 4
Art. barley 1093= 5.11% 1091= 5.11%
Cash 222.16 222.16
Total due 291. 7} 291. 7%
Annual deficit 13.18 13.18
277.13}
dBpaxia — 51.21} =1869 °/,
AcruaL REcEtes 277.13} 225.16}
Disbursements
Art. wheat 11.296,442 468=29. 6 1.362,491  8573=>53.14}
Art. barley 11.297,443 42= 2. 2} 1.363,492  80}= 4. }
Cash 103.22} 11. 394, 516-9 121. 3}
Total 135. 63 178.18;
Deficit reckoned above
and dBpoxia 13.18 65.15}
Balance 121.123 113. 3
Private account _ _
Total expenses 121.123=43'79 °/,) of the 113. 3 =5013°/,) of the
actual actual
Net product 156. 2=>5621 °/, )receipts 112.13}=49'87 °/, ‘receipts
Percentage of Percentage of
A A
Actual Net Costs Actual Net Costs
Incidence of expenses Nom. Ker. receipts product Nom. Ker. receipts  product
Taxes 38.161% 1393 2479 31-81 38.16} 1713 34-36 34'18
Irrigation 14.18 5-31 945 1214 5. 41 2:30 461 459
Improvements 35.141 12-82 22-81 29-27 33.174 1494 29:95 29-80
Labour 18. 5 656 11-67 14-98 20.13} 911 1827 1818

Note in this schedule that the addition of the yewpyior Tod 'Quiavickov had a favour-
able influence on the total product, to which also the fact contributed that it proved
possible, despite the addition of this estate, to keep the total expenses permanently lower
in the 9th-11th ind. than the figure for the 8th ind. Whereas in the 8th ind. 55-88 °/, of
the actual receipts is swallowed up by expenses and only 44:12 °/, remains as net product,
the proportion for the 9th and 10th ind. is practically inverted, 45-87 °/, and 4379 °/,
expenses as against 54-13 °/, and 56-21 °/, net product. And even in the 11th ind., when
the dBpoyia diminishes the regular receipts by 18:69 °/_, 50:13 °/, of the actual receipts
goes for expenses while 49-87 °/, forms the net product, thus achieving a more favourable
percentage proportion than in the 8th ind. Naturally savings had to be effected in the
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11th ind. to reach that result, and so no sort of disbursements are made in this year
for plantations, which as already observed were particularly low in the 11th ind. for
irrigation purposes, but disbursements for improvements are on the whole continued on a
lavish scale despite the a¢Bpoyia, and surpass in total the parallel figures for the 8th and
9th ind. (that may be connected with the change of owner), lagging behind the figure for
the 10th ind. only by the sum of 1 nom. 20} ker. Indeed, for vats and reeds the aBpoyia-
stricken 11th ind. provides, with a total of 32 nom. 17 ker., the highest figure for the
whole four years. Parallel with the disbursements for improvements, labour expenses also
mount up, reaching their highest figure in the 11th ind., the year of the aBpoyia, when
they account for 1818 °/, of the total costs, 9-11 °/, of the actual receipts, 1827 °/, of the
net product, a very large figure considering that we are not dealing with personal exploita-
tion by the owners, and so not with the regular agricultural operations. Finally, the taxes
are very high, amounting in the 9th ind. to 25:79°/ , in the 10th ind. to 24:79°/ , of the
net product; and since the state allowed no tax alleviation for aBpoyia (unlike what we
know from the Roman period) the taxes reach in the 11th ind. the height of 34:36 °/, of
the net product. So it appears that even the great landowners and the great nobles (three
comstes are involved) had to submit in this period of decline to pay very great sums to
the state.

While papyri already published have revealed to us much that is ugly about the great
nobles of the period of decline, we can assert, on the other side, that the comites of our
document managed their estate with great wisdom and great humanity. They spent a
great part of their revenues in improvements (even the expenses for irrigation must partly
be claimed as such), and in one year, when an accident of nature severely damaged the
produce of their estates, they remitted to the stricken tenants 30-72-100°/ , usually 33%°/,
of their liabilities, although themselves allowed by the state no tax alleviation whatever
in consequence?.

1 It may be further noted, on the text:

1. 20 should probably be restored |7 (apa) Tomiov ®oiBdpu(wros) yle[wpy(iov) Oarpdov] vo(uiopara) & (1. )
w(apa) e. Cf. 1. 267, & probably a lapsus calami for the mere reason that in sums of money with mapa
seldom if ever more is subtracted than (in keratia) one-third of the previous nomismata.

1. 23: instead of m(apa) ¢ I. m(apa) «, cf. 1. 270.

. 36: Zapa[w(iwvos) Om(ép) kpblav, cf. 1 415,

45: [w(apa)] Myvas [kai HakXiov dwd Odvew]s, cf. 1. 424.

46: [n(apa) Mamvovd(iov) yewpy(od) dmo "Opews vo(piopara) vy m(apa) 5], cf. 1. 425.
47: [mw(apa) v yewpy(dv) dmd "I]o{ddpov] v[o{uiopara) y m(apa) cel, cf. 1. 426.

. 48: [w(apa) 'Appwviov yewlpy(ot), ete., vo(uiopara) n [w(apa) AB], cf. 1. 427.

. 49: [m(apa) *Evoix(tvpos) dpvn]orpdp(w), cf. 1. 428.

These figures and the above proposed alteration in the number of nomismata in 1. 30 from 28 to 18
give exactly the total of 1. 54.

—
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AN IVORY SPHINX FROM ABYDOS
(British Museum, No. 54678)

By JOHN GARSTANG
With Plate vii.

During the course of excavations made in 1908 in the necropolis of Abydos there
was found a small ivory object designed like the head of a royal sphinx, which between
its fore paws clutches a struggling human victim. This object was originally assigned to
the collection of the late Rt. Hon. Russell Rea, M.P., and after his death was given, by
his widow, to the British Museum, together with other objects from his collection.
Artistically of considerable excellence it is possibly also of historical consequence. From
its provenance it seems clearly to belong to the period of the late Middle Kingdom, and
Dr. Hall has proposed to recognize in it a Hyksos king, possibly Khian, worrying,
imperturbably and implacably, a struggling Egyptian. Dr. Hall’s views are all the more
valuable in that they are independent of the circumstances of discovery, which tend to
the same conclusion as regards the date. He bases his opinion on the character of the
royal portrait, which he regards definitely as Syrian and Semitic. This is well seen in
the profile. He fails to recognize in it any known royal head of the Twelfth or Thirteenth
Dynasty, the kings of which on the other hand are known to have been typically
Egyptian without trace of Semitic blood.

On account of the obvious interest of the sphinx, this brief note is published to
explain the circumstances of its discovery. The object seems to have formed the handle
to an ivory box, being pierced with peg-holes and appropriately shaped on its under-side.
It was found in a tomb numbered 477. This was one of a uniform series which, though
broken and disturbed, was sufficiently preserved to enable the contents of the adjoining
tombs to be separated. They all contained the same class of objects, among which the
shape and material of beads and scarabs were the most distinctive, suggesting in them-
selves a date not far removed from the Twelfth Dynasty, but with sufficient variation to
leave the precise date open. In the immediate vicinity, the discovery of “pan’ pottery
and other remains indicated the Hyksos period more definitely, and this appears in the
following relevant extract from a monthly report addressed to the Excavation Committee
on January 30th, 1908, from Abydos.

The grouping of objects in the tombs has proved of some special interest....We have also added to our
fund of material bearing on the misty * Hyksos ” period, and have lately come across a number of tombs
containing fine specimens, in a few cases whole and unbroken, of the curious “ pan” pottery, which seems
to be a survival (or at any rate revival) of the predynastic art. We found traces of this in former years at
Esnah and in Nubia, and I have made a note of it in the Ann. Serv. (vii1, 1321f)....The best piece is un-
questionably the small sphinx in ivory, which is the finest example of Egyptian carving that I have ever
had the luck to find....Some few objects have been found tov recently to be incorporated in this report,
e.g., a fine porphyry vase, a stone figure, a model of a house, etc.....



Plate VII.

Ivory sphinx of Hyksos date from Abydos. British Museum, No. 54,678.

Scale about 1} times natural size.
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The groups of “pan” pottery mentioned have been published with illustrations
under the title Two Nubian Graves of the Middle Kingdom at Abydos in Liverpool Annals,
X, 33, with Plates vii and viii, by Mr. W. B. Emery, who regards the pottery in the
graves as of Nubian origin. While there is no doubt of its Nubian affinities, fragments
of this class of ware have been found as far afield as Sakje-Geuzi in North Syria, in
a provenance of the same period; moreover the large alabaster vessel associated with the
deposit is comparable with a similar object of the Middle Bronze Age (i.e., the Hyksos
period) discovered in 1925 at Jaffa in Palestine, and published in Bulletin No. 2 of the
Palestine Museum (Pl. ii, No. 4944). There is evidently more to be learnt about the
ramifications of these types.

The following is a copy of the inventory cards of the tomb in question, No. 477, and
its neighbours, as recorded at the time.

Toms 476. MARK A ’08.
Inventory.

(a) Kohl vase with top and lid. Limestone: 4 cms.

(b) Kohl vase with top and lid. Dark stone: 4'7 cms.

(¢) A few beads of gold.

(d) Two small beads of emerald: 10 mm.

(¢) Two small beads of lapis lazuli: 12 mm, |

(f) One small bead of lapis lazuli: 15 mm. } Threaded.
(g) One small bead of gold: 13 mm.

(&) Curious piece of metal, heavy : 30 mm.

() Small ball beads of carnelian and glaze.

(7) One long cylindrical bead (65 mm.) and one ball bead.

ToMB 477. MARK A ’08.
Inventory.
() Scarab of lapis lazuli, inscribed, in fine gold setting: 2'5 crs.
(b) One amethyst bead.
(¢) Two scarab-form beads of stone.
(d) One small scarab of red stone: 8 mm.
(¢) Plaster eye with gold foil.
(f) Curious daisy-like bead.
(g) Ivory sphinx clutching vietim: 59 mm. long, 24 mm. high.

ToMB 478. MARK A ’08.
Inventory.
(@) Tubular glazed beads, black and blue, from collar.
(b) A ball bead.
(¢) Piece of shell.
(@) One small bead with ribs, blue glaze.
(¢) Three fragments of a large vase.
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WHO SUCCEEDED RAMESSES IX-NEFERKERE- ?

By GIUSEPPE BOTTI

A prolonged study of the Turin fragments of the Twentieth Dynasty Diary of the
Theban Necropolis, more particularly the portions belonging to the 13th and 17th years
of Ramesses IX-Neferkeréc and the 3rd year of Ramesses X-Khepermarér!, has led me
to some conclusions which may not be without interest for the history of this difficult
period. They bear chiefly on the length of the reign of Neferkerér, the identity of his
successor and the position of the period known as the whm mswt or Renaissance.

It has frequently been stated that the reign of Neferkeréc was immediately succeeded
by the mysterious epoch known as the whm mswt, Years 1, 2 and 6 of which have long
been known to us, while Years 4 and 5 also occur in an unpublished papyrus (Cat. 1903)
in the Turin Museum. Many writers? have assigned all the documents dated in this era
to the reign of Khepermarér, the generally accepted successor of Neferkerér. The facts
on which this attribution is based are as follows:

1. On the verso of Papyrus Abbott are three hsts of thieves bearing the date
“Year 1 corresponding to Year 19.” This Year 1 is certainly that of the Renaissance,
since the thieves in the lists are actually tried in Years 1 and 2 of that epoch (Pap.
Mayer A, Pap. Brit. Mus. 10052 and 10403). The Year 19 to which it corresponds has
been ascribed to the reign of Neferkeréc solely because it stands on the verso of a
papyrus whose recto is dated in his reign.

2. MaspERro (Les momies royales, 658) quotes an unpublished papyrus of the Turin
Museum containing the accounts of three fishermen, in which, in a running series of
dates, the regnal year changes from 1 to 19 between the 27th day of the fourth month
of inundation (ro. 1.7) and the last day of the first month of winter (ro. 1.113). Relying
on the combination of these two years 19 and 1 in very similar circumstances on the
verso of Pap. Abbott, Maspero assigns Years 19 and 1 of the fishermen’s account-
papyrus to the reigns of Neferkeréc and Khepermaréc respectively.

1 See I papiri teratici del Museo di Torino, 1 (=DBortl-PEET, Il Giornale della Necropoli di Tebe,
fasc. 1-3). The last of the three papyri mentioned is that known as Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1.

? E.g., GAUTHIER, Livre des rois, 11, 1, 216-7; PrTRIE, History, 111, 185.

3 Fresh fragments have lately been added by me to this papyrus (Cat. 2075) and I have collated the
whole with the utmost care. It must be noted that between the two dates referred to by Maspero stands
another (passed over by him) in front of recto 1.9, namely day 13 of the first month of winter. It might
be thought that this date is to be attributed to Year 1, not to Year 19, the scribe having inserted it later
without noticing that, being the first date in a fresh year, it ought to be accompanied by the year number.
That this is not the case is clear from the new fragments, which enable the change of year to be more
closely determined than it was by Maspero. In fact it is clear from vs. 1.8-9 that the change occurred
between day 17 of the first month of winter (Year 19) and day 27 of the same month (Year 1). In line 7
of the same page there actually appears to stand the date day 24 of this same month, but close examina-
tion reveals the fact that the first O of the figure 20 has been crossed out in faint black ink, and the date
is consequently to be read 14, and does not affect the question here under discussion.
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It is apparent that these conclusions do not rest on a firm basis of reasoning but
are a matter of hypothesis. If I am not mistaken, however, the new material put
together from fragments in Turin and the certainty with regard to the date of Pap.
Chabas-Lieblein No. 1 which a closer examination of the papyrus and its contents have
enabled us to reach!, make it possible to remove these conclusions from the region of
hypothesis and to place them on a secure basis. Let us therefore examine them a little
more in detail.

With regard to the lists on the verso of Pap. Abbott the attribution of their Year 1
to the Renaissance on the grounds that the trial of the thieves actually took place in
that and the following years may be taken as certain, and provides us with a fixed point
from which to set out. On the other hand the mere fact that these lists occur on the
verso of a papyrus dated in Year 16 of Neferkerér is not in itself sufficient to assign
their date of Year 19 to the same reign, though a study of the manner in which
papyrus, apparently somewhat of a rarity, was used and re-used by the necropolis
scribes leads me to believe that additions made to a papyrus are in general very little
later in date than the original contents. There are, however, other grounds for believing
that the Year 19 is that of Neferkerér, and they are to be found in two new papyri
which I have succeeded in putting together from the fragments in Turin.

The first of these (Cat. 1914+2053/49,50+2028), a fragment of which was published
by Pleyte-Rossi in their Pl. 1xv a (¢f. GAUTHIER, Livre des ross, 111, fasc. 1, 218), bears on
its recto a list of 14 workmen, and on its verso a text of a descriptive or narrative
nature, unfortunately incomplete. That recto and verso are not to be ascribed to the
same reign is clear both from their contents and from the diversity of their script. The
recto bears neither date nor king-name, but of the 14 workmen six are well known from
the Necropolis Diary for Year 17 of Neferkeréc, namely Khons son of Ipui (1. 3=17 A ro.,
2.2), Userhatmer son of Maanehktef (1. 4=17 A ro., 2.5 and 17 B vs., 5.43), Kenna son of
Hornefer (1. 5=17 A ro., 2.6 and 17 B vs., 5.42), Iiernutef son of Ka...... (1. 6=17 A ro.,2.7;
17 B vs., 5.44, without the father’s name), Kedakhtef son of Amenkhau (I. 7=17 A ro., 2.8;
17 B vs., 5.45, without the father’s name) and Amenhotpe son of Kenna (1. 10=17 B vs.,
5.46). Taking into account the further fact that the script of the recto is identical with
that already known from papyri of the reign of Neferkerér it seems reasonable to assign
the recto of the papyrus to that king.

The verso, written in a cursive script, leaves us in no doubt as to its date, for the
two cartouche-names of a king each occur twice, and though in each case one of them
is damaged the two occurrences together enable us to restore the full names “King of
Upper and Lower Egypt, Lord of the Two Lands, Khepermaréc-Setpenrér” and “Son of
Réc Ramesses-Amenherkhepeshef.”

The papyrus thus provides us with a new piece of evidence to be added to that of
the Necropolis Diary for Year 17 and to Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1 for placing
Neferkeréc and Khepermardc very close together in time, for it is highly probable,
judging by what we know of the method of using papyrus in the necropolis, that our
roll was re-employed immediately after the reign of Neferkergr and not after a con-
siderable interval.

The other new papyrus bears on its recto two pages. That which stands on the
right (Cat. 1939) contains six lines whose beginnings are lost, written in large characters.
It is dated ““Year 2, third month of inundation, day 19, under the majesty of the King
of Upper and Lower Egypt [Khepermaréc]-Setpenréc, Son of Rér Ramesses-Amenher-

1 Borri-PEET, op. cit., fasc. 3.
E
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khepeshef. The restoration [Khepermardc] is clearly certain, for no other Ramesside
combines the addition Setpenréf in his first name with Amenherkhepeshef in his second.
The page on the left (Cat. 1932) contains accounts whose nature does not here concern
us. It gives us two dates “Year 19, third month of inundation, day 7” (1. 1) and “ Year
19, fourth month of inundation, day 9” (. 7). A third date in 1. 9 is lost except for
the year, which is again 19.

The verso bears two pages, of which that on the right is dated in the reign of
Khepermarér (the first cartouche is lost but the second, Ramesses-Amenherkhepeshef, is
complete). The year- and month-dates have unfortunately perished. The position is
therefore as follows. We have a papyrus of which the right-hand page of the recto and
the whole of the verso are dated to Khepermargc, while the left-hand page of the recto
is dated in Year 19 of a king unnamed. The explanation is not difficult to find, for the
large script of the right-hand page of the recto marks it out as a true and proper title-
docket, written in the characters usual for such a purpose, and inserted, owing to the
customary mania or necessity for saving papyrus, on a papyrus which had already been
used. This title served to fit the roll to be used for the registration of events in a new
reign, as is clear from the contents of the verso. It was inserted either by gumming
over the old papyrus a fresh strip (an irregularity in the fibres in the two bottom lines
on the left suggests this possibility) or by using a space left unwritten by the accountant
of Year 19, without taking the trouble to erase the accounts which stood on the left. To
attribute this Year 19 to an epoch later than the page on its right is quite impossible,
for we could only ascribe such a year to Menmaréc (Ramesses XI); it would be very
strange if among the papyri of that reign, all written in a highly cursive script (the pub-
lication of the Turin Papyri now in progress will demonstrate this fact), this one single
example should exist which shows a script characteristic of the reign of Neferkerér, a
script extremely similar indeed to that of Extract C of the Necropolis Diary of Year 171

We are thus forced to admit the priority of the left-hand page of the recto over both
the right-hand page and the verso to which this latter forms the title-docket, and our
papyrus consequently falls into the same category as Pap. Abbott and Pap. Turin 2075,
giving the following combinations:

Year 19 corresponding to Year 1 (Abbott).
Year 19 and Year 1 (Pap. Turin 2075).
Year 19 and Year 2 (Pap. Turin 1932+1939).

Now since in the relation of dependence between the years above indicated the point
of departure remains constant it is clear that the combination 19-1 cannot be accidental:
and since we have in Pap. Turin 193241939 (though not in Pap. Abbott and Pap.
Turin 2075) the name of the king who stands in direct relation with the point of
departure it may safely be argued that this king can only be the successor of the king
of Year 19. But this king is Khepermarér who, to judge by the evidence above quoted
of Pap. Chabas Lieblein No. 1 and the Necropolis Diary of Year 17 of Neferkeréc, is the
successor of Neferkerér. Consequently the king of Year 19 is Neferkeréar.

Maspero’s supposition with regard to Pap. Turin 2075 thus acquires a definite value.
What is more, now that the attribution of Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1 to Khepermarsr
is assured, Pap. 2075 provides fresh elements which confirm the succession Neferkersr-
Khepermarar.

The two pages of its recto deal with the accounts of three fishermen, Bekentha,

! Borri-PEEr, op. cit., fasc. 3.
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Kasankh and Amenemopenakht. The first two are known from the Diary of Year 17,
and both, together with Amenemopenakht, occur in Pap. Chabas-Lieblein. Two of the
three thus continued to furnish fish to the necropolis throughout the period covered by
these three papyri, and the absence of the third from the Diary of Year 17 may be due
to nothing more than the fragmentary condition of that document.

In lines 10-15 of the second page of the recto of the papyrus a new handwriting
appears, identical with that of Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1. This again is a fact not to
be ignored in determining the chronological relation of the two papyri.

On the verso are the accounts of three other fishermen for the same Years 19 and 1,
Setekhmose, Ashatikht and Kadet. The first and the last occur both in the Diary of
Year 17 and in Pap. Chabas-Lieblein: Ashatikht, like Amenemopenakht of the recto, is
absent from the Diary of Year 17. Should fortune enable us to lay hands on some frag-
ment of Year 2 of Khepermaréc containing allusions to these fishermen the relation to
one another of the papyri under discussion and likewise the order of the royal succession
would be established beyond possibility of doubt, though from what has already been
said it is clear that such further proof is almost superfluous.

The king of Year 19 then is Neferkerér-Ramesses IX and the king of Year 1 is
Khepermarér-Ramesses X, and we thus obtain from the papyri we have examined the
following succession of dates:

Diary of Year 17, Neferkerér.
Pap. Abbott, verso: Year 19 of Neferkerer, Year 1 of Khepermarér.
Pap. Turin 2075, recto and verso: Year 19 of Neferkerér, Years 1 and 2 of
Khepermarée.
Pap. Turin 1932 and 1939: Year 19 of Neferkerér, Year 2 of Khepermar&r.
Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1: Year 3 of Khepermarae.
In this series no regnal year of Khepermarér is missing

There remains the problem of the mysterious Renaissance, which manifestly receives
no fresh light from the two new documents which we have been discussing, and with
regard to which we are consequently not prepared to give any opinion. For regarding
it as immediately posterior to the reign of Neferkerér and consequently as identical with
the reign of Khepermaré&r we have nothing but the combined evidence already indicated
of Pap. Abbott, verso and Pap. Mayer A, Pap. Brit. Mus. 10052 and 10403, from which
it is clear that thieves denounced in ““Year 1 corresponding to Year 19”° were brought
to trial in Years 1 and 2 of the Renaissance. As for Year 2 the evidence of the new Turin
Papyrus 193241939 with its mention of Khepermarér may quite easily be reconciled with
that of the group of papyri just quoted by supposing that Khepermaréc allowed two
methods of dating in his reign. From Pap. Chabas-Lieblein No. 1, dated in Year 3 of
Khepermarér, we learn nothing in this connexion, nor do the new Turin Papyrus 1903
and Papyrus Ambras of Vienna, both dated in the Renaissance, throw any further light
on the matter. It would therefore seem unwise to exclude the possibility that the
Renaissance may be subsequent to Khepermargr. It is possible that a solution may be
reached when the immense material formed by the proper names of the Turin papyri
has been put together and worked out. Even then the results arrived at may well be
of the nature of probabilities rather than certainties.
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THE CHRONOLOGICAL PROBLEMS OF THE
TWENTIETH DYNASTY

By T. ERIC PEET

The Twentieth Dynasty presents serious chronological problems which would have
attracted far more attention than they have had this period belonged to a more
brilliant epoch of Egyptian history instead of to the decadence. We know very roughly
the number of years to be allotted to it, and we possess the names and monuments
of a number of its kings. It is when these kings are to be placed in their chronological
order and the lengths of their reigns fixed that difficulties begin. Some admirable work
has been done on the subject, more particularly by Lepsius?!, Maspero? and Sethe?, but
little has been added to their efforts during the last twenty years. This is mainly due
to the fact that those who have dealt with the question will not observe that
fundamental distinction between possibility or probability on the one hand and certainty
on the other which must be the basis of any archaeological discussion. Once a single
argument has been admitted which does not amount to a certainty, the whole chain of
reasoning is vitiated. Thus we may read in more good books than one that Ramesses IX
(Neferkerér) reigned at least 19 years, and that Herihor was the son of Isis, a daughter
of Ramesses VI: yet both are pure conjectures. They may both be right, but neither
can be proved.

The present article makes no pretence of solving once and for all the difficulties
connected with this problem. It is merely an attempt to sum up the position as it
stands, and its only claims to carry any weight are that it does clearly distinguish fact
from theory and that it makes use of a certain number of unpublished documents in the
British Museum and at Turin%

It is unfortunate that Manetho’s epitomizers have treated us very shabbily with
regard to this dynasty, for they only give us the number of kings of whom it consisted,
namely twelve, and the number of years which it lasted, 135 according to Africanus and
178 according to Eusebius. It is difficult to attribute any serious value to these figures,
especially in view of their divergence. At the same time an examination of the reign-
lengths actually known to us from contemporary monuments, together with the in-
dications that some members of the dynasty were very ephemeral rulers, leads one to

1 Leps1us, Aonigsbuch, Pls. xxxvii ff.

2 MASPERO, Les momies royales de Déir el-Bahart, in Mémoires de la Mission archéologique frangaise au
Cazire, tome premier, Paris, 1889.

3 SermE, K., Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und Altertumskunde Aegyptens, Erstes Heft : Die Prineen-
liste von Medinet Habu.

4 The utmost caution, however, is necessary in using these papyri for chronological purposes. Many
of them have been used and re-used more than once, and the chronological order of the various entries is
often exceedingly difficult to establish with certainty, even the generally accepted axiom that the recto is
always filled before the verso seemingly having its exceptions. In the case of the Turin papyri, too, their
fragmentary nature detracts considerably from their value as material. Were all the Turin papyri in
perfect condition, we should be very well informed about the chronology of the late Twentieth Dynasty.
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believe that an average of twelve or fifteen years for each king, as demanded by the
Manethonian figures, is by no means an absurdity. Breasted, who works backward by
dead reckoning from the Persian Conquest in 525 B.c., adding together the maximum
year known for each king and making what appear to him reasonable adjustments in
cases of doubt, finds room to allot about 110 years to the Twentieth Dynasty, namely
1200-1090 B.c. The divergence from the lower Manethonian figure is considerable and
that from the higher so great as to throw serious doubt on the Eusebian tradition.

Let us then leave conjecture and later tradition both aside and ask what can
be gathered from contemporary sources. The first king of the dynasty, Setnakht,
hardly concerns our problem, and as some authorities assign him to the end of the
previous dynasty we shall follow their example. This leaves us with a number of kings
all of whom bore the name Ramesses. In the older histories they usually number ten,
but Maspero?! has given good reason for believing that the old Ramesses IX, who bore
the names Sekhaenrér-Miamiin and Ramesses-Siptah, is identical with Akhenréc-
Setpenrér Siptah-Meneptah of the Nineteenth Dynasty. This erasure leaves us with
nine Ramesses, numbered from IIT to XI. We shall now take these in order, trying in
each case to establish the length of the reign and the position in the dynasty. For the
sake of convenience we shall adopt here and throughout the article the numbering given
to these Ramessides by Gauthier in his Livre des ross, 1, fasc. 1, 151 ff.

Ramesses I1I
Usimaréc-Miamiin

The length of the reign is certain from the Great Harris Papyrus, 1. 1, whence it is
clear that the king lived into his 32nd year2.

Ramesses IV
Hekmaréc-Setpenamiin

That this king was the successor of Ramesses III is clear from the concluding
sentences of the Harris Papyrus. The length of his reign is also certain from a Turin
papyrus, Pleyte-Rossi, li-1x (collated)3. It is six years®

Ramesses V
Usimarécr-Sekheperenre¢

With this king we leave the region of certainty and embark upon that of con-
jecture. In the first place it is not certain that Sekheperenrér was the immediate
successor of Hekmar&c Ramesses IV. Our sole guide is the so-called List of Princes at
Medinat Habu. Some historians, Petrie for example, take this list to consist solely of
ten sons of Ramesses III. According to these writers the list must have been made in
the reign of Usimarér-Akhenamiin, Ramesses-Setherkhepeshef, our Ramesses VIII, who

1 Ann. Serv., X, 131-8.

2 For discussions on the exact date see GAUTHIER, Le livre des rois d’ Egypte, 111, fasc. 1, 163, note 2, and
authorities there quoted. The assignment to this reign of the Year 31 of Pap. Mallet, 1. 3 seems very
reasonable. That the Turin “Strike” Papyrus, Cat. 1880 =Pleyte-Rossi, xxxv-xlviii (collated), of Year 29
belongs to this reign is probable from its reference to the vizier Ta.

3 MasPERO, Les momies royales, 663 ; SPIEGELBERG, Zettschr. f. dg. Spr., XX1X, 73 ; Journal, x, 119-120.

4 To the list of dated monuments given by Gauthier add now GARDINER-PEET, Inscriptions of Sinai,
Pl Ixxiv, No. 275 (Year 5).
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is the fourth name and figure in the list and the last to have his name in the cartouche.
This will become clearer if we examine the whole list.

There are in effect two lists, forming duplicates, except in a few details, the one of
the other. They are on the west or back wall of the second court of Ramesses III's
temple at Medinat Habu. List A runs northward from the central doorway and at the
end of the wall turns the corner on to the north wall of the court. It contains eighteen
male figures, each of the first ten of which is accompanied by a vertical column of
inscription giving the titles and names of a prince (L., D., 111, 214 @ and b). List B runs
southward from the doorway, comprising on the west wall thirteen princes, and turns on
to the south wall of the court, where there are thirteen princesses, all unnamed. Of the
princes ten are named, just as in List A (L., D., 111, 214 ¢).

The names are as follows:

1. Ramesses (in cartouche). No further name.
2. Ramesses (not in cartouche) Nebmarér-Miamin (in cartouche).
3. Ramesses-Amenherkhepeshef-Neterhekon?! (in cartouche).
4. List A: Ramesses Setherkhepeshef (not in cartouche), King of Upper and Lower
Egypt, Usimarér-Akhenamiin (in cartouche).
List B: Setherkhepeshef (not in cartouche), Son of Rér, Lord of Risings,
Ramesses-Miamiin-Setherkhepeshef.
5. Praherwenemef.
6. Mentuherkhepeshef.
7. List A: Ramesses Meritum.
List B: Meritum.
8. Ramesses Khaemweése.
9. Ramesses Amenherkhepeshef.
10. Ramesses Miamiin.

If we adopt Petrie’s attitude towards this list it is not difficult to find in it the
names of seven kings of the Twentieth Dynasty known from other sources, and they
would occur in an order which does not clash seriously with any other evidence. Thus,
leaving out the two princes 5 and 6, who possibly died young, and Meritum (No. 7) of
whom as a king we have no reliable trace, we should get the following identifications:

1. = King Ramesses IV, Hekmarér.

2. = King Ramesses VI, Nebmarér.

3. = King Ramesses VII, Usimarér-Miamiin-Setpenrés, i.e., Ramesses-Itamiin-
Neterhekon.

4. = King Ramesses VIII, Usimarér-Akhenamiin.

8. = King Ramesses IX, Neferkerér-Setpenrér, Ramesses-Khaemwése.

9. = King Ramesses X, Khepermaréc-Setpenré¢, Ramesses-Amenherkhepeshef.

10. = King Ramesses XI, Menmarér-Setpenptah, Ramesses-Khaemwése-Miamin-

Neterhekon.

! Lepsius in one case (D., 111, 214 a) shows a damaged ¢ before the words N¢r k&7 Jwn, though in the
other case (214c¢) no such sign is indicated. A ¢ would suggest an abbreviated writing of the word it
‘““father” and would combine with the Amin to form 7¢-¢mn, a name of Ramesses VII, Usimare’-
Setpenré(-Miamin. Sethe therefore (Unters., 1, 60-61) prefers the reading without ¢, the more so as the
figure of Amun has in both cases the Zhepesh-sword on its knee, indicating the reading Imn-kr-hpé- f rather
than 7z-imn. Dr. Gardiner tells me that there certainly never was a ¢ in the cartouche in List B and that
what Lepsius shows as a damaged ¢ in List A is in all probability a mere hole.
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These identifications are in the main not unreasonable a priori, and we need for the
moment only remark on the facts that the first is a pure guess, for in the List of Princes
no name save Ramesses is here given, that Ramesses V, Usimarér-Sekheperenrér, is
missing, and that the identification of No. 3 with Ramesses VII involves the acceptance
of the incorrect reading Itamiin for Amenherkhepeshef (see p. 54, note 1). It is precisely
on these weaknesses that Sethe seizes in his masterly criticism of this reading of the list.

He first notes that if the princes are all sons of Ramesses III it is strange that
Praherwenemef, whom we know from other sources to have been the eldest son, should
appear fifth in the list. Moreover two! of them (Nos. 3 and 9) bear the same name
Amenherkhepeshef, which Sethe thinks improbable in two brothers. He also finds it
hard to believe that no fewer than four? sons of a single king should have followed him
on the throne, namely Ramesses IV, VI, VII and VIII, the more so as room has to be
made among them for Ramesses V. Sethe argues moreover that the belief that all are
sons of Ramesses III is based on the supposition® that the names of the princes are as
old as the sculptures of the temple, which date from Ramesses III. This cannot be the
case, however, for according to Lepsius the king-names attached to the first three figures
are of the same age as the prince-names of these and of the rest, and the only name
which is different in style and obviously a later addition is the king-name added to the
prince-name Ramesses Setherkhepeshef in No. 4. If this is true, all the names, with the
exception of the later addition just mentioned, must date from the reign of No. 34. Now
No. 3 has generally been identified with Ramesses VII. But Sethe points out that if
the very doubtful reading Itamiin be rejected for the more probable Amenherkhepeshef
(see p. 54, note 1) then we have here simply the second cartouche-name of Ramesses VI,
whose first cartouche-name stands under No. 2. These two cartouches together, Nos. 2
and 3, give us the full name of Ramesses VI. Now if the names were set up by
Ramesses VI and not by Ramesses III, the names which follow his are far more likely
to be his sons than his brothers, and this is the view which Sethe takes. He gives no
opinion as to whether any of these sons except No. 4 ever came to the throne.
Ramesses VII, now ousted from position No. 3 by the second name of Ramesses VI, he
places later in the dynasty, and our Ramesses VIII, Usimarér-Akhenamin, he moves up
to become Ramesses VII.

Who, then, according to this theory, is No. 1? He is the father of Ramesses VI,
who was never king, but who, according to his son’s belief, ought to have been.
Consequently he inserted him in the list with a cartouche, but could find no more
specific name for him than Ramesses. In support of the fact that Ramesses VI’s father
never reigned, Sethe brings forward the fact that a certain Queen Isis, who received
a tomb by the favour of Ramesses VI, bears the title “royal mother” but not that of
“royal wife.” This woman Sethe takes to have been the mother of Ramesses VI.

The absence of Ramesses IV and V from the list can now be explained. We know
that Ramesses V was the immediate predecessor of Ramesses VI, since the latter
usurped his tomb® We also know that Ramesses VI substituted his own name for that

1 Sethe says three (Nos. 2, 3 and 9): I do not understand why.

2 Still more seven, as supposed by Petrie.

3 This is not entirely true. PrrrIE, History, 111, 139, speaks of the “list which all agree must have
been done under Ramesses VIII” (No. 4).

4 Tt is significant that Lepsius adds that all the names are more lightly cut than any of the undoubted
hieroglyphs of Ramesses III on the same wall.

5 L., D, 111, 223 a.
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of Ramesses IV on more than one monument!. This establishes the order of these
three kings.

According to Sethe, Ramesses IV was a son and successor of Ramesses III. He
in his turn was succeeded by Ramesses V, probably his own son. This branch of
the family then died out, or at any rate lost the succession, and its place was taken by
a collateral branch represented not by a brother of Ramesses IV but by a nephew
Ramesses VI, the brother (husband of Isis) being already dead. When Ramesses VI
came to fill in the names in the List of Princes he carefully excluded the collateral
branch consisting of Ramesses IV and V, filled places 2 and 3 with his own cartouches,
and 4 to 10 with the names of his sons, No. 4 afterwards having king-names added.
Place 1 he naturally filled with the name of his father, on whom, though he had never
reigned, Ramesses VI’s own claim to the throne rested.

Sethe’s judgment of the lists was entirely founded upon Lepsius’ description and
figures of them. In order to test this I asked Dr. Alan Gardiner, on his return to Egypt
this winter, whether he would be kind enough to re-examine the walls and give his
opinion on a number of points. He has sent me the preliminary results of his examina-
tion, which are as follows:

1. The figures are almost certainly of the same date as the main mass of scenes and
inscriptions on the walls, ¢.e., they date from the reign of Ramesses III. The princes
are represented as worshipping cartouches of Ramesses III, alternately nomen and
prenomen.

2. The names and titles of the princes are shown by the method of their insertion
in certain cases to have been added later. This was a priors probable from the fact that
they intrude between each adoring prince and the cartouche which he is to adore.

3. The cartouches accompanying the titles and names of figures 1, 2 and 3 in each
list show no sign of being of different date from the names and titles.

4. The two cartouches accompanying the fourth figure, one in each list, are clearly
later than the others. In List B the cartouche is crowded in between the figure and
the column of inscription, which might easily have been made narrower.

5. The uraei on the foreheads of the first four figures are not visibly marked out by
the manner of their cutting as of later date than the figures, though on the evidence of
2 and 3 above they must certainly be so.

It will at once be realized that Dr. Gardiner’s examination of the original bears out
the accuracy both of Lepsius’ statements and of the theory which Sethe has based on
them. Chronologically three stages may be distinguished in the history of the scenes :

(1) The cutting of the figures of princes and princesses adoring cartouches of
Ramesses III. This may reasonably be attributed to the reign of that king.

(2) The addition of the titles and names, including the cartouche-names of Nos. 1,
2 and 3 but not the cartouche-names of No. 4. Within this group no sub-division can be
discerned, and it may therefore be attributed with comparative certainty to Ramesses VI,
whose cartouches stand beside figures Nos. 2 and 3. No earlier king could have known
the cartouche-names of one of his successors, and any later king would certainly have
added his own cartouche-names.

(3) The further addition of the two cartouche-names of Ramesses VIII to the name
and titles of figure No. 4. That these are later is clear not only from Dr. Gardiner’s
observation, but from the fact that they are written in a separate column and not
incorporated in the one column as are the cartouche-names of Ramesses VI. Note too

1 L., D., u1, 219 ¢ (= Text, 111, 130) ; op. cit., 111, 229 « (= Text, 111, 47-48).
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that, unlike these, they are accompanied by the titles “King of Upper and Lower
Egypt” and “Son of Rér, Lord of Risings’ respectively?.

If all the names except those dealt with under (3) above are due to Ramesses VI,
those which follow his own are, as Sethe points out, much more likely to be his sons
than his brothers. The omission of Ramesses VII Itamiin still remains a puzzle. Sethe’s
proposal to place him later in the dynasty is not altogether acceptable in view of some
evidence to be considered later which makes it likely that he succeeded Ramesses VI
Nebmarér. Two obvious possibilities, however, are either that he belonged to the col-
lateral line and was regarded by Ramesses VIII as a usurper and therefore omitted, or
that this latter king, when he inserted his own name, simply did not take the trouble to
have that of his brother and predecessor inserted as well.

Thus there can be little doubt that this ingenious theory of Sethe’s must in the main
be accepted. It explains, as the more ordinary view cannot, the absence of a distinctive
name under No. 1, whose identification with Ramesses IV was a mere guess. It relieves
us from accepting the improbability that no fewer than eight sons of Ramesses III all
came to the throne. It explains the absence of the name of Ramesses V from the list.
The most important argument of all in its favour, however, is that drawn from the tomb
of Queen Isis. The tomb was given to her “by favour of”” Ramesses VI. Of what king
was she the mother if not of Ramesses VI himself? Not, on the ordinary theory, of
Ramesses IV or V, who are sons of Ramesses III, and therefore had a “royal wife” for
mother. Nor yet of Ramesses III himself, who was a son of Setnakht?, and whose mother
was therefore presumably a royal wife. There seems nothing left but to suppose that she
was the mother of Ramesses VI, and the moment we admit this, in fact the moment
we admit the existence at this time of a royal mother who was not also a royal wife, the
view that all the princes of the list are sons of Ramesses III goes to pieces. Petrie, in
order to escape this disaster, suggests that “she may have been called royal wife in some
other part of the tomb.” This is highly improbable, for the double title “royal wife and
royal mother” formed such an integral whole that it is not likely to have been split up,
least of all in the formal inscriptions of a tomb, nor is it likely that any queen should
deprive herself of so important a part of her titles.

Petrie further finds a chronological difficulty in believing that Ramesses VI was a
grandson, not a son, of Ramesses III. He states that the date of the birth of Ramesses VI
is fixed by his “horoscope” to 1198 B.c., and that Ramesses III was born in 1224 s.c.
Quite apart from the question of what reliance may be placed on the horoscope dates,
anyone who will look at the arguments on p. 3 of History, 111 by which the date 1224 is
arrived at from the “horoscope date” 1318 for the birth of Ramesses IT will see that we
are there dealing with a tissue of mere guesswork, and that such a date as the 1224 in
question is quite devoid of value. Be it noted, too, that a correction of only ten years
backwards would remove the difficulty.

We must now turn to a discovery which might reasonably have been expected to
throw fresh light on this problem even if it did not solve it once for all. In 1903-5
Schiaparelli conducted an excavation in the Valley of the Tombs of the Queens at
Thebes?. Close to the already well-known tomb of Praherwenemef (No. 11) he discovered

1 Doubtless omitted by Ramesses VI in his own case precisely because they would have overpassed the
limits of a single column.

2 L. D., 206 d, 212 a, 213 a; Pap. Harris, 75. 6 ff,

3 SCHIAPARELLI, Relazione sui lavors della Missione Arch. Ital. in Egitto (anni 1903-1920), volume
primo, Esplorazione della  Valle delle Regine,” 115 ff.
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the tombs of three more! of the sons of Ramesses III, namely Setherkhepeshef, Amen-
herkhepeshef and Khaemwése. That these four princes are actually sons of Ramesses III
is placed beyond doubt by the extravagantly prominent part which that king plays in
the scenes of their tombs, taken in conjunction with the titles borne by the princes.
Setherkhepeshef is s; niswt smsm mr-f, “eldest son of the king, beloved by him,” and s;
smsm n ht.f, “eldest son of his loins”: he bears the further title kdn n ps ¢k, “groom of
the stable.” We do not know the exact relation which the title s; néswt smsm bears to
that of s; niswt tpt n hm.f borne by Praherwenemef. It is possible that the latter was
originally the eldest son and that after his early death Setherkhepeshef succeeded to
the position. In the tomb of Setherkhepeshef, Schiaparelli found no sarcophagus and
no proof that the prince had ever been buried there. He therefore suggests that he
may have reigned as king and consequently been buried in a tomb in the Valley of the
Kings.

gl‘he tomb of Khaemwése is similar in style to the last. The lid of a sarcophagus was
found in it. The prince bears the titles “sem-priest of Ptah,” as on the Medinat Habu
list, and s7 niswt n ht.f mr-f, “king’s son of his loins, his beloved,” s; smsm, “eldest
son.”

The tomb of Amenherkhepeshef is stated in an inscription to have been “given by
favour of King Ramesses ITI to the great royal children,” which suggests that more than
one of them was intended to be buried there. Perhaps Ramesses was by this time
becoming tired of the expense of providing a separate burial-place for each of his
numerous progeny. The prince bears the titles rpcté hri ¢p tswi, “crown-prince at the
head of the Two Lands,” sz niswt n ht-f mri-f, “king’s son of his loins, his beloved” and
“born of the god’s wife, royal mother and great royal wife.” The queen’s name is
unfortunately not given, but she must clearly have been a recognized wife of Ramesses III,
probably Isis. The prince bears the further titles “great chief, overseer of horses of his
majesty in the department of chariotry of Ramesses III.” The tomb contained a granite
sarcophagus, but Schiaparelli is not prepared to say whether the prince had ever been
buried there.

How do these discoveries bear on the question of the Medinat Habu list 2 At first
sight they would appear to accord better with Petrie’s theory that all the princes in the
list are sons of Ramesses III. Here, it might be said, is clear proof that Ramesses III
actually had sons whose names were Amenherkhepeshef, Setherkhepeshef and Khaemwése,
three of the names in the list. What is more, even the titles seem to correspond, for
Amenherkhepeshef is called ““overseer of horses” in both cases, Setherkhepeshef, described
as “overseer of horses” at Medinat Habu, is “groom of the stable” in the tomb, and
finally Khaemwése is called “sem-priest of Ptah” in both places.

The new evidence thus appears to carry a balance of favour on the side of Petrie’s
hypothesis. But this quickly disappears on further examination. In the first place it is
by no means impossible in the nature of things that both Ramesses ITI and Ramesses VI

! LEFEBURE, Zeitschr. f. dg. Spr., 1885, xxir, 127, followed apparently by GAUTHIER, Livre des rois,
tome 111, fasc. i, 176, note 3, takes Tomb No. 11 to be that of the mother of Praherwenemef. For the
evidence on which this is based, see CoLiN CampBELL, Two Theban Princes, 2-3, and SCHIAPARELLI,
Esplorazione della “Valle delle Regine,” 121-2, foot-note. It hardly seems to justify the conclusions drawn
from it.

PETRIE, History, 11, 134 and 145, suggests that the tomb is that of Ti Merenese, wife of Setnakht and
mother of Ramesses II1. This is a pure guess.

WEIGALL, Guide to the Antiquities of Upper Egypt, p. 288, numbers this tomb 42,
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had sons bearing these names. In the second place, the names of the sons of Ramesses III
whose tombs have been found show that in the naming of the royal family conscious
imitation of the family of Ramesses II was at work. This imitation extended even to
titles, and we need not doubt that Ramesses IIT gave to Khaemw&ése the title «sem-priest
of Ptah” because Khaemwese son of Ramesses IT had borne the same title. When once
this principle is perceived, the similarity of names and titles between the occupants of
Schiaparelli’s tombs and the princes of the Medinat Habu list loses all value, for, if
Ramesses VI had sonms, it is natural that he should have conformed to the family
tradition both in the matter of names and of titles.

We may perhaps go further than this. Would there not be a serious danger from
Petrie’s point of view in claiming the owners of the new tombs as sons of Ramesses III?
If they were buried here! as youths (for as such the wall-scenes represent them), how can
two of them have ruled, in middle life, as Ramesses IX and X respectively, as Petrie
would have us believe? To this it might be replied that they were never buried in these
tombs, and that in fact Schiaparelli found no certain proof of burial in any of the three,
for a broken sarcophagus proves nothing. Yet, though it is a well-known fact that the
Egyptian believed in being ready for death and in beginning his tomb in good time,
nowhere have we evidence that he carried foresight to such pessimistic lengths as to
cover the walls of his tomb with representations of himself still wearing the side-lock
of youth. That the princes died young seems therefore highly probable.

It is perhaps, however, wiser not to press this point, and to conclude that the
discovery in the Valley of the Queens leaves the Medinat Habu question much as
it found it.

Returning now, after this long but necessary digression, to Ramesses V, we find that
the evidence for placing him after Ramesses IV is as follows. He must have immediately
preceded Ramesses VI, who usurped his tomb. But Ramesses IV must also have been
earlier than Ramesses VI, who has more than once erased his name on monuments and
substituted his own. Ramesses IV, however, we have already seen was the immediate
successor of Ramesses III. There remains nothing therefore save to place Ramesses V
between IV and VI. If any other king came in between IV and V, no trace of him has
survived.

The length of this king’s reign is unknown. The highest year as yet found is Year 4,
which occurs in a Turin papyrus concerning a priest of Elephantine, already referred to
(p- 53), P.-R., liv, 1. 14, and also on an ostracon at Turin2.

Ramesses VI
Nebmaréc-Miamiin, Ramesses-Amenherkhepeshef-Neterhekon

The position of this king in the list we have already discussed. No date in his reign
is known, though, judging by the number of monuments which he has left, he must have
been very far from insignificant or ephemeral.

1 ConiN CaMPBELL, Two Theban Princes, 14, is not justified in assuming that the insertion of the
epithet m3¢ hrw after the name of a prince in the Medinat Habu list proves him to have been dead.
2 MASPERO, Rec. de trav., 11, 117.
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Ramesses VII
Usimarér-Miamiin-Setpenrér, Ramesses-Itamiin-Neterhekon

A few years ago I wrote in this Journal (x1, 72 fi.) some account of an unpublished
Turin papyrus which made it probable that this king was the immediate successor of
Nebmarér Ramesses VI and that he reigned at least six years. A re-examination of
this papyrus in 1927 enables me to advance what was there regarded as a possibility
or a probability to what is almost a certainty. In the middle of recto 3. 4 is mounted
a misplaced and reversed fragment. This fragment I now observe can be fitted with
absolute certainty at the end of verso 1. 7. On the recto side this now gives us three
more signs at the end of 3. 14 (p. 73 of the article) and they are > {. This very
fortunately puts the sense of the four lines 3. 12-15 beyond all doubt, and they are to
be read as follows: “Total given to him [in goods] of every kind, 1210 deben of copper.
[Givlen to him [from] Year x, month y of the...season day 1 of King Nebmarér
Mifamin, the Great God, up to Year 6 (?)]...of King Usimarér Setpenréc Mi{amiin),
our lord, amounting to...years............. Complete total, 1364 deben of copper.”

No one who has any experience of account papyri will dispute that here a total is
being given covering a certain number of years in the reign of Nebmarér and a certain
number in that of Usimaréc!. In the portion of the papyrus which precedes this
summing up we have dates in Years 4, 5 and 6 of a king not actually named. Thus
the summing up was made in or just after Year 6 of Ramesses Usimarér (VII) and
covered the whole of his reign up to that date as well as the last year or years of his
predecessor Nebmarér. The detail of the years of Nebmaréc and Years 1 to 3 of his
successor has disappeared in the missing first page or pages of the recto.

On p. 74 of the article I have discussed the evidence of the verso of this papyrus,
dated in Year 7, and suggested the possibility that this year also belongs to Ramesses VII.
It would be unwise to press this point, and we may be content with the evidence of the
recto, which makes it almost a matter of certainty that Usimarér was the successor of
Nebmaréc and reigned at least six years.

Monuments of this king are so rare that it is worth while to mention a possible one
which has escaped notice. The Turin papyrus numbered Pl. Ixxii by Pleyte-Rossi is
part of the verso of (and therefore later than) the tomb-plan of Ramesses IV. It consists
of two texts numbered i and ii by Pleyte-Rossi, quite possibly by the same hand, and
both forming part of the Necropolis Diary. Page i, 1l. 2-8 contain a list of clothes
given in Year 7 to the citizeness Taurtemheb as her share in a division of the clothes
of the scribe Amennakht between his children and her. Possibly she was his wife. The
division was made by the scribe Hori of the necropolis. Lines 9-11 record other
matters. In page ii, line 3 we meet a date in Year 1. This page must be later than
page i, lying as it does on the left of it. In lines 5-6 we read: “Twenty-first day of
the...month of...the workmen went up...King Itfamin.” The king’s name is slightly
obscured by a fold in the papyrus, but Cerny and myself, when we collated the papyrus
in 1926, agreed that it was certain. Now Itfamin (Itamiin) is Ramesses VII, and since
he is neither referred to as Pharaoh nor given the epithet ps7-n nb, “Our Lord,” he is
dead. The phrase to “go up” #s¢ in the Necropolis Diary is used almost invariably
of going up to the tombs, and consequently it is probably the tomb of Ramesses VII
which is here referred to. That it is referred to at all makes it probable that work was

1 Tt is of course just possible that the short reign of a king intervening between the two is included.
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still in progress there, and therefore that the Year 1 is that of Ramesses VIII. Unless
we suppose a large gap between pages i and ii of the papyrus, which of course is
possible, though not, in view of the homogeneity of content, very probable, Year 7 of
page i will be that of Ramesses VII and we should have the implication that he reigned
seven yearsl.

Ramesses VIII
Usimarér-Akhenamiin, Ramesses-Setherkhepeshef-Miamiin

The existence of this king is vouched for only by the cartouches of figure No. 4 in
the Medinat Habu List of Princes and by three scarabs. The list indicates no more
than that he is later than Nos. 2-3, Ramesses VI. There is of course nothing to prove
that he was his immediate successor, and his place in the dynasty must still be regarded
as uncertain. No dates of his reign are known.

At this point we are met by a very definite break in the evidence. We do not know
who succeeded Ramesses VIII, and we are therefore compelled to work backwards from
the end of the dynasty. Four epochs are with certainty to be placed towards its end,
namely the reigns of Ramesses IX (Neferkerér), Ramesses X (Khepermarér) and
Ramesses XTI (Menmarér), together with the period known as the whm mswt, ‘“ Renewal
of Births,” or, more conveniently, ‘“Renaissance.” We must now attempt to determine
the lengths of these four periods and the order of their succession.

Ramesses IX
Neferkeréc-Setpenrer, Ramesses-Miamin-Khaemweése

This reign is commonly stated to have lasted 19 years. The evidence given for the
statement is threefold:

(@) The dockets on the verso of Pap. Abbott. These consist of two lists of thieves
each dated in “Year 1 corresponding to (&ft) Year 19.” The Year 19 is generally
assigned to Neferkeré¢ and the Year 1 to the whm mswt, which is supposed to have
immediately followed his reign.

(b) Maspero long ago drew attention to a papyrus of fishermen’s accounts at Turin?
(Cat. 2075) in which dates in Year 19 of an unnamed king are immediately followed by
dates in Year 1: he attributed the Year 19 to Neferkeréc and the Year 1 to the reign
of Khepermarée, which he held to be identical with the whm mswt3.

(¢) In this number of the Journal, Dr. Botti refers to a Turin papyrus (Cat.
1932 4 1939) bearing two separate texts on the recto and one on the verso. Of the two
on the recto that nearest the right-hand edge of the papyrus is dated in Year 2 of
Khepermarér, and the other in Year 19 of a king unnamed. This king Dr. Botti would

1 Maspero (Les momies royales, 665, note 3) attributes the Year 1 of this papyrus to Menmaréfr on the
ground that the preceding Year 7 is that of Khepermarer ¢ his predecessor.” He remarks that his reasons
are “too long to be stated here.” He is certainly wrong. The entry of Year 7 is attributed by Erman,
Zwei Aktenstiicke der thebanischen Grdberstadt, 342, to Ramesses IV, but without, so far as I can see, any
reason. Spiegelberg, who published it in his Studien und Materialien, 92-4, does not attempt to date it.
The scribe Amennakht may be traced back to Year 21 of Ramesses III, when he appears in the two
documents published by Erman, op. cit.

2 Momies royales, 658. 3 Op. cit., 660.
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identify with Neferkerér. He is inclined to believe that the whm mswt is identical with
the reign of Khepermarér, though he would not exclude the possibility that it followed
his reign.

Now what does this evidence amount to? Document (a) in itself proves very little.
The dockets are obviously later than the recto of Abbott, ¢.e., than Neferkeré’s 17th
year. Consequently their “Year 19” might conceivably belong to his reign. On the
other hand it might belong to a still later reign, and there is nothing to set against this
except the current belief that an added text on a papyrus is never much later in date
than the original text, a belief which, even if justified, is very indefinite. The dockets
therefore do not prove that Neferkeréc reigned 19 years.

Document (b), the fishermen’s accounts, brought up as corroborative evidence for the
attribution of the Year 19 of Abbott to Neferkerér, is a double-edged weapon, for in it
we find that Year 19 instead of “corresponding to” Year 1 is succeeded by Year 1.
None of the historians who have used this piece of evidence appears to have noticed
this very important point. It might not unreasonably be adduced as evidence to show
that the Year 19 mentioned in the two documents cannot be one and the same. Yet we
shall not insist on this, for there is just the possibility that the two apparently in-
consistent systems of reckoning may be reconciled in such a way as to allow the Year 19
to refer to the same king in both cases.

Now Botti has shown that of the six fishermen mentioned as providing the supply
of fish for the necropolis in this papyrus, four are found in the same employ in the
Diary of Year 17 of Neferkeréc