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A FURTHOER NOTE

oN
EARLY PTOLEMAIC CHRONOLOG

M. . €. EDGAR.

The article published e the last number of the Awnales, p. 2049, On
the dating of carly Plolemeare papyrt, was alveady in print when another
portion of the Gerza lind came inlo onr p().\su.\'sioll. The new documents,
among which are one or two pieces of more than ordmary inferest, throw
a little more light on some of the queshous diseussed o the above-men-
tioned paper.

We Tad previously mfereed from the double dates of Apollontos (/Lrt.
al., D 9.13) that an extra montlh was ntercalated nol vear Ja,m

g which there seemed to be evidence of a seeond Perilios, bul in year 3.

'ﬂlati ‘ ce 35 now confimmed, for amony the new naterial is a letter

nios himsell daled L 2a Hepitiov éy@o)\/(yov) ay QPapeval <.
ordance here dilfers by one day from that ol our Table, which,
e remenmbered, s founded on the usnal assumption thal the Ma-
demtan months consisted of o and 3o days afternately 1 without any
“relation Lo the actaal changes of the moon®. But the shght differences

M Grenfell and Huntl, whom 1 have IV, p. 285, nole 1) says of the Maceido-

followed, suppose that (he odd months
had 29 davsand the even months 3o davs,
and (hey suggest that the last day ol the
short months was written as the 3ot the
2™ heing omitted (Hibeh Papypri, p.330).
But in the Philadelphia papyvi we find

Gorpiatos 29, and Gorpiaios was one of

the odd months.
& Bouchdé-Lecleveq ( Hist. des Lagides

nian calendar : ll n*élait méme pas d'ae-
cord avee Jalane, son régulalens naturel,
Parexemple, en Tan Vode Philométor
la Tune clail dgée de oh jours e 7 Acte-
nisios. » e forgets that al the date men-
tioned (he Macedonian monihs had heen
assimilated (o (he Bgyplian and that Ar-
femistos was merely an official synonym
for Athyr,



)

between the dates of Apollonios and those of the Table make it doubtful
whether our hypothesis is quite corvect and whether Apollonios did nol
reckon the lenglh of the months on a different system.

[n the next place certain dockets of Zenon, together with some others
s Lhe papyri previously examined, enable us to determine the beginning
of year 29 to within onc week. In vear 28 Zenon appears to have gone
on a long voyage of inspection, probably in attendance on Apollonios.
Goming from the east of the Delta, he arrived in Memphis on or before the
2h™ of Dystros and remained there till the 3 of Xandikos or later. Bet-
ween the 3™ and the ao™ of Xandikoes he went on to Alexandria, where
he vemained until the month of Datsios. Now in this series of dockels the
last date of year 98 1s Dystros 94 and the first dale of year 2g is Nan-
dikos .

Year o then began between Dysiros o4 and Xandikos 3. These dates
in the Bgyptian calendar, according to Apollonios, are Phamenoth 4 and
Phamenoth 1 1. But we have alveady seen (artocit., p. 215) that year 3o
did not hegin Gl alter Pharmouthi 1, equivalent at that time to Dystros
2/, Year 2g then began before Phamenoth 11 and vear 3o alter Phar-
mouthi . This definitely confirms our contention {art. cit., p. 218) that

% date
i the Macedontan ealendar and therefore i changeable date’in ﬂw Lgyp-

the first day of the regnal year, as oflicially reckoned, was a

tan calendar, ¥

[t s perhaps permissible to go a step farther. A fragmentary letter ()
among the new materal is daled L 38 ®appodbe 7. Now if we may assum
this date to be corrcct and il morcover it vefers, as is most probable, to
the regnal vear of which we have been speaking, it fixes the beginning
of the vear to within two days. For as we know that the regnal year be-
gan between Dystros o4 and Xondikos 3, it follows from the concordances
of Apollonios (see art. ¢ir., Table 11} that in the Kgyptian calendar year
3u began between Pharmouthi « and Phavmouthi g and vear 33 between

Phamenoth 20 and Phamenoth 28, so that Pharmouthi 3 of year 32 can

Y Tt 3s possible that (his letter refers ved by Zenon on year 31, Pharmouthi 1.
to Lthe same subject as two other lelters Unfortunately, half of it is missing, and
dated year 31, Phamenoth 30, and recei- the meaning is doubtful.
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only have fallen al the beginning of that year. We must conclude then
that year 32 began on the 2™ or 3™ of Pharmouthi. In the Macedonian
calendar these dates correspond to Dystros 25 and 26; and, as we have
already proved that the first day of the regnal year was a fised dale
in the Macedonian calendar, 1t follows, if the above assumplions are
correct, thal the first day of the ycar was either the 25" or the 26" of
Dyslros.

It may be regarded then as established that the year by which the
diotketes and other officials dated their corvespondence in the reign of
Plolemy Philadelphos was a Macedonian year beginning on or shortly
after the 25 of Dystvos. There are also some indications (see Hibeh
Papyri, Appendix 111, p. 369 and p. 374) that the term of office of the
eponymous priest and priestess, so oflen mentioned 1o the dating of docu-
ments, corresponded with this Macedonian year. That its slarting-point
was the anniversary of the king’s accession is st only an assumption,
though a very probable one. The probabiity would be still greater if it
could be shown that the starting-point vavied from reign to reign; and it
will be disappointing if the Philadelphia papyri do not at least help us
to detegminc, more conclusively than has vet heen done, in what month
the re@l yvear of Euergetes 1 began. But al present the evidence on this
point 1§ somewlal confusing.

. .

P.S. The aclicle On the dating of carly Plolemaic papyri was written
before T was aware of the publication, by Prof. Vitelli and his colleagucs,
of the Zenonian papyri in Florence, and the above note had unfortuna-
tely gone to the printer before I had an opportunity of studying their most
interesing work. The Florence colleclion is no less inportant than ours,
and represents very fully what we may call the three main phases of Zc-
non’s correspondence : the early pertod, from year 25 to year »g, when
he was employed by Apollonios on foreign business, sometimes travelling
abroad; the middle period, when he was settled at Philadelphia, wovking
under the divect orders of Apollonios and in constant communication with
him; and the later vears, in whicl the figure of his patron fades into the
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background until we read of the great Philadelphian estale as 77s
[wpée] pov oloys AmoMaviov S[wpeds).

The double dates of Apollonios and Zenon in the Florence collection,
though not numerous, confirm our main contentions about the regnal year
of Ptolemy II and the Macedonian calendar. More clearly than ever we
see that the dates of Zenon are not to be relied on and that for the most
part he contented himsell with a rough assimilation of the (wo calendars.
Most interesting is the evidence (op. ait., n™ 3hg, 436, 514) that the
king’s birthday fell in Dyslros : my conjeclurc that he was crowned by his
father on the occasion of his completing his 25" year may well be right.
The only document that conflicts with our theory of the regnal year is
n° 509, in which Phamenoth o appears to precede Mesore of year 3o;
and In view of the other cvidence I have little doubt thal there is some
mistake here () or (and this is more probable) that the date refers to the
canonical year which began in Thoth.

The Florence papyri help to enlighten us alittle about the chironology
of the reign of Euecrgetes. N 386 and 388, dealing with the payment of
taxes, give us the following sequence of financial vears, LA, LB, Ly, L4,
showing (hat year o of Eucrgetes immediately followed year 39 of Phila-
delphos. These dates have an mportant beaving on the questiiﬁg of the
financial year and also on the question of the regnal year of Eu;é:rgctcs.
The following argument will be more easily understood if the reader will
fook at Table Il in our pre\-'ious artecle. -

We ook the double date of year 3¢ 1 which Artemisios is equated (o
Payni (art. cit., p. 222) to refer Lo the regnal year, because it occurs in
the formula Bagikedovros Iltokepaiov together with the names of the epo-
nymous priest and priestess, and it is reasonably supposed that such dates
are as a rule regnal dates. If that view is right, we may infer lwo things
from the new cvidence. Fiest, the year employed in the above sequences,

) Needless to say. the scribes often me now, on second thoughts, that Lxe
made slips and mistakes. One letter for is in the first place a slip for LAe andin
instance is dated LA and endorsed L23. the sccond place a mistake for LAS, the
Another case of the same kind iscitedon  new year having probably begun a few
p-217 of my former article: it scems to days before.
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whtch was Pl‘csumal)ly a financial year, began in Thoth. It cannot have
hegun in Mecheir, for in that case there would have been another year,
Ly or La, between L) and LB. Secondly, the reign of Ptolemy I must
have ended between Paynt and Thoth of his 3¢™ regnal year, for other-
wise LB would have been preceded by Ly or La. The fact that the Canon
assigns to Philadelphos a reign of 38 full years, counted from Thoth to
Thoth and starting from the Thoth which preceded his accession, and the
mention of a Panemos embolimos in our papyri had already led me (o con-
jecture that the regnal year of Eucrgetes began in Loios (art. cit., p. 2229).
This theory would also explain satisfactorily the dates in £, Petr., 111, a1,
a— g (amended in P. Hib., p. 376, accounts of a series of judgments
delivered in Peritios, Dystros and Xandikos of year 21 and on Loios 2 of
year 22.

On the other hand, it is necessary to take into consideration the possi-

" (inancial

bility that the double date above mentioned refers to the 3¢
year and the 38™ regnal. In that ease the financial year cannol have begun
in Thoth, for a ycar beginning i Thoth would not have been in advance
of the regnal year in Payni. We must then supposc the 3¢™ financial year
to have begun in Mecheir of regnal year 37. The combined evidence of the
Canon m of P. Flor. 386, 388 will then oblige us to place the accession
of Fuclgct(‘s between Thoth and Mecheir of the 38" regnal year of Phila-
delphos; and it will enable us (what the alternative view forbids) to place
1 on Dios 25 (= Chojak 17 approximately), the date on which the young
king, according to the Kanopos decree, wapiialer iy Bacidelav wapa Toi
warpbs.

In favour of the second of those two theories it should morcover he
said that the dates of the closing years of Eucrgetes in the documents from
Magdola and Elephantine ™ and also in the Petric papyri are compatible
with a regnal year beginning in Dios, hut are extremely difficult to recon-
cle with one beginning in Loios. In facl it scems to me, on (he present
evidence, almost certain that the regnal year of Euergetes began, as is

genevally supposed on the a5"of Dios, and tlntconsc(luml]v the financial

" The editor of the Elephantine papy- them on the old system, assaming Thoth 1
ri, M. Rubensohn, hLas erroneously dated to be the starting-point of the year.
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year began 1v Mecheir?). As for the dute Lig Tavypov éu€oipov, which
scems to indicate that the regnal year began in Loios, I was perhaps
mistaken in altributing it to Fuergetes : it may belong to the reign of
Philopator, for there are rather strong reasons for thinking that Euergetes
died about the end of Loios in his o5 regnal year ®. The first and last
vears of Euergeles might, according to the above theory, be tabulated
thus in conlinuation of Table IT; and it may be remarked that these concor-
dances agree very closely with certain double dates which the papyri give
us for year 25 @), But whatever month be laken as the slarting-point of
the regnal year of Euergetes, it will, I think, be found impossible to avoid

™M As was formerly pointed out by
Mr. Smyly, a financial year beginning in
Tholh is irreconcilable willi a regnal year
starting from Dios 25 (P. Hib., p. 364).

) The most serious objeetion to this
view is . Magd., n* hi2, which implies
that in year 1 of Philopator Athyr pre-
ceded Tybi. But it may be that the peti-
tioner, wriling in year 1 two months
after the incident about which she com-
plains, inadvertenty misdated it or dated
it by the canonical year. M. Lesquier, Lo
whom we ave indebted for an acute ana-
lysis of the Magdola dates, has argued
from them that Euergeles reigned for
move than a5 full years and died between
Phamenoth 27 of his 26 regnal year
and the following Thoth. 1 am unable to
accept this view. We know from Lwo or
three sources (P. Petr., 111, 68, d; Cat.
Catro, Demotischen Pupyrus, n® 3o6oh)
that in Phamenoth the financial year of
luergetes was one unit in advance of the
regnal year, so that Phamenoth of regnal
year 26 would have heen equivalent o
Phamenoth of financial year 27. But as
Luergeles did not reach his 27" financjal

year, he must have dicd before Phamenoth
of his a6* regnal year. That scems clear
enough. Further, as Tybi seems to have
preceded Phamenoth in the cacly regnal
vears of Philopator (P. Magd., n* 3q)
and as Luergeles reigned for a5 eano-
nical yeavs, it is probable that Philopa-
for ecame to the throne between the
twenty-fifth Thoth of the atmal reign
of Euergetes and the following Tybi; and
that is in fact where we have placed his
aceession. Again, it appears from P. Petr,
III, 1/ 1 that Buergeles died hetween the
Leginning of Choiak of his 25" regnal
year and the following Payni. Combined
with the preceding evidence this fixes
the date of his death to Ghoiak or the
beginning of Tybi. So if we say that
Philopator’s regnal year hegan ahout the
middle of Gholak and the end of Loios,
1 think we shall not be far wrong.

™ On (he other hand, 1 must admit
that the double date of the Kanopos de-
cree docs not accord with this arrange-
ment so well as with the theory that
Philadelphos died in his 3¢™ regnal year
(v. Annales, XVIL, p. 220).
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YEAR 1. YEAQ 25.

Dies 25................ e Choiak 17 Phamenoth a3
Apellaios s.......... ... ...... Choiak 22 Phamenoth a8
Audnaios 1., ... Tybi 22 Pharmouthi 28
Peritios 1.........oviin Mecheir a1 Pachons 27
Dystros a........ ... ... Phemenoth at Payni a7
Xandikos 1 .................. Pharmouthi ao Epeiph a6
Arlemisios 1. ... Pachons 20 Mesore 20
Daisios 1..... ... Payni 19 Tholls 20
Panemos £...........c....... ":peip'l 19 Phaopl]i an
Loios 1vu i iveui i Mesove 18 Athyr 19
Gorpiaios 1 ..o vs oan il ‘Thotli 13
Hyperberetaios +.......... ... Phaophi 12
Embolimog s................. Athyr 12
Dios 1..venve i, R Choiak 32

—

the conclusion that at least two and more probably three different systems
of veckoning the year were in common and rather imdiscrinninate use al
this pertod. This and some other chronological questions 1 hope to disenss
more fugy on anolher occasion.

(. C. Epcar.

LE CAIRE. — IMCRIMEBIE DE LYINSTITUT FRANGALS DYARCHFOLOGIE ORIENTALE.












