





ON THE DATING'
OF EARLY PTOLEMAIC PAPYRI

BY

M. G. C. EDGAR.

A few vears ago, some sebakh-diggers at Kharabet el Gerza in the
Fayoum, the site of the ancient Philadelphia, discovered a large and im-
portant store of Greek papyri filed and docketed by a certain Zenon, an
otkonomos who lived in the middle of the 1™ century B. C. They consist
of letters, accounts, receipts and contracts written in the later years of
Ptolemy II and the earlier years of Ptolemy III. A large number of them
eventually came to the Cairo Museum, and while deciphering them I have
Jately been altempting to arrange the dated documents in chronological
order, year by year and month by month. That might scem a very simple
task, bul in reality it is not quile so easy as it seems. For in the first
place the years by which official documents of that period were generally
dated did not begin on the «** of Thoth, as in later times, but on some
other date which was in all probability the anniversary of the king’s acces-
sion. In the next place it is not always possible to say whether a papyrus
is dated by the regnal year just mentioned or by a financial year, which
1s shown by certain dates, such as &rous 1a ds & ai wpboodor érovs 18, Lo
have been sometimes in advance of the regnal year. The financial year is
usually supposed to have begun on the 1* of Thoth, but this is doubtful;
such evidence as we possess indicates rather thal ils starting-point was the
month of Mecheir. These and other difficultics in the way of dating carly
Plolemaic papyri have been pointed out by Grenfell and Hunt in the
admirable appendices to their Hibeh Papyri, vol. I, in which all the older

material 1s collected in a most convenient form (1,

) M. Bouché-Leclercq, in the 4" vol. convineing, are two dissertations by M.
of his Hist. des Lagides, Appendice I, has  Lesquier in the Archiv fur Papyrusfor-
restated the whole problem clearly and schung, vol. 4, and in the Introduction
critically. More novel, but not altogether  to his edition of the Magdola papyri. 1
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§1.—THE REGNAL YEAR OF PTOLEMY I

The first question which I propose to discuss is that of the regnal vear
of Ptolemy Philadelphos. If we can discover in what month it began, a
cerlain advance will have been made. For instance if we have two docu-
ments dated in Dios and in Daisios of the 30" regnal yvear, we shall then
be able to say which of the two is the carlier and to date each with abso-
lute accuracy. Unfortunately the papyri that I have had an opporlunily
of examining, though numerous enough, are only a portion of the whole
find; and other lots, one or two of which are said to be very large, are dis-
persed through Egvpt and Europe. If all the documents could be collated
we should probably find oul with complete certainty at what date the
vear of Plolemy II began : indeed a single letter dated at the end of one
vear and endorsed by the recipient at the beginning of the next might
make it plain. But pending the publication of the whole find the follow-
ing notes on the important material in Cairo may perhaps be of inleresl
to students of Plolemaic Iistory.

Like other papyri of the same period ours are somelimes dated by the
Macedonian calendar, sometimes by the Egvptian calendar, and occasional-
Iy by both together. The Egyptian yvear, until the time of Augustus, con-
sisted of twelve months of thicty days cach, together with five intercalary
days. The Macedonian year was nominally a lunar year containing twelve
months of 2g and 3o days. but it was lengthened by itercalation to such
an extent that on the average jt was actually longer than the Egyptian
year. The new papyri prove that al the period with which we are concern-
ed the intercalation consisted in the occeasional insertion of an extra
month. In years 27, 29 and 3o vespeclively we find the dates Iepiriov
suboripov x, Ilepiriov du€oddpov and Mepitiov du€oripov Meyeip xy : these
are of course the years of Ptolemy IL In yvear 16, which is probably of

much regret that 1 have not had the be- only following Mr. Smyly's lead, while
nefit of reading Mr. Smyly’s articles in the view which I adopt that the vegnal
Hermathena and that 1 only know his vear was reekoned by the Macedonian
views at second hand. Tn suggesting that calendar was first put forward by M. Re-

the finaneial year began in Mecheir I am villout.
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Ruergeles, we find Havifpov éu€olipov. The question has been raised whe-
ther the regnal year was reckoned by the Macedonian or the Egvptian ca-
lendar, or, in other words, in which of the two calendars the first day of
the regnal vear was a fixed date. M. Lesquier (Pap. Magd., p. b7, 48)
assumes that for practical purposes it was a fixed dale in the stable Iigyp-
tian vear of 365 days : «Glest le retour périodique d'un quantieme égyp-
tien qui constilue en réalité le premier jour de Yan». That is true of the
financial vear; but it seems altogether more probable that in the carlier
Ptolemaic period the regnal years of the Macedonian kings were reckoned
by their own ecalendar purely and simply. It is sngmﬁmnt for instance
lhai in the Kanopos decree Macedonian dates are given for the king's
bivthday and the anniversary of his assumption of sovercignty and Egyp-
tian dates for the native festivals,

To return to the Philadelphian papyri, 1t s a fact of great interest
that many of the letters from the archives of Zemon were written by a
certain Apollomios, a well-known personage who held the office of diotketes
for many vears during the reign of Ptolemy IT and received from his so-
vereign the grant of a large estale in the FFayoum . The diothetes was the
chief minister of the king, and Zenon, whose usual title s r@» wep! Amod-
Advior, was in direct communicalion with him. Naturally Apollonios
always dates his letters by the regnal vear and the Macedonian months,
but in most cases he adds the equivalent Egyptian dates. Zenon too, who
usually endorses the letters which he receives, somelimes gives us a
double date. But while the double dates of Apollonios (or al least those
in the Cairo collection) are consistent with each other to within a day
or two, the double dates of Zenon are m many cases irrceconcilable with
those of Apollonios and often contradict each other ®). One is forced to

M Probably the very estate ol which Abup ny. Abdvalov 5, Tu6: 5.
a plan and deseription are given in a pa- Aprepciov ns, Uaydvs 3.
pyrus from Ghoran, Pap. Lille, vol.1,n°1. Aaigiov 8, labv 6. Axigiou
It contained 10,000 aroural. ta, Maive a. Aatoiov f, ITadvt

®) The following equations are given . [Awljov B, Mecopy B.
by Zenon : Yeav 31 : Amioiov 8, Mayavs xa, [ Aar-
Year 29 : Avdvalov §, Xolay 5. olov] i, Mabm 0. Awiov sy,

Year 30 : Aiov oy, Afdp o). [Aliov xy, Meoopy) ).
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conclude that the double dates of Zenon cannot be accepled as strictly
correct unless corroborated by other evidence. And the fact that one of
the chiefl Greek officials in the Fayoum was often five or ten days wrong
when dating by the two calendars leads us Lo suspect that some other
double dates from the provinces may be no more trustworthy than Ze-
non’s. On the other hand, the double dates of Apollonios are sell-consis-
tent, and it is natural to suppose that in the office of the chief minister
of state the two calendars were kept coordinated with a certain amount
of care. Assuming then that the dates given by Apollonios are practically
correct, what conelusions can we draw from them as Lo the order of the
months in the regnal year of Ptolemy Philadelphos?

The Tist of the double dates in the letters of Apollonios is as follows :

Year 29. Hyperberetaios 20 = Thoth 21.

Year 3o. Dios 3 — Phaophi 23.
— Dios 13 = Athve 3.
—  Arlemisios 1o — Pachons .
Year 31. Dystros 20 = Phamenoth »7.
—  Dystros 23 = Phamenoth Jo.
Daisios 2 - Pachons 18.
—  Daisios 16 = Payni ».

Year 3a. Hyperberetaios 25 —= Phaophi 25.

In year o9 IHyperberetaios 1+ was equal to Thoth o (assuming that the
year did not begin between Hyp. « and Hyp. 20) and in year 30 Dios 1
was equal to Phaophi 21, These two double dates correspond exactly if
we insert between them thirteen months plus one ntercalary month of
thirty days : and, as was stated above, we have in fact evidence of a Pe-
ritios embolimos in year 29. From these dates then we get the following
sequence for year 29 : Hyperberetaios — Dios — Peritios.

Again, the above double dales correspond (to within one day) with
the equation year 3o, Artemisios 10 = Pachons g, if we insert an extra
month (Peritios embolimos) in vear 29 and place Artemisios of year 3o
between Hyperberetaios of year 2q and Dios of year 3o. This gives us

the following sequence : year 2, Hyperberetaios a0 — year 29, Peritios

embolimos — year 30, Artemisios 10 —year 3o, Dios 13. That is to
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say, year 3o began between Peritios embolimos and Arfemisios 10 (or
between Mecheir and Pachons ).

In the next place the equation year 3o, Dios 3 —Phaophi 23 (toge-
ther with the others just mentioned) corresponds exactly with the double
date year 31, Dystros 23 — Phamenoth 30, on condition that there is an
mnterval of sixteen months between Dios in year 3o and Dystros in year
31, or in other words that Dystros 23 comes after Dios 3 in the order
of the regnal year and that there 1s an inlercalated Peritios in year 30 or
vear 3 1. Further, year 30, Dios 3 = Phaophi 23 (together with the other
double dates of vears 29 and 30) corresponds exactly with year 31,
Daisios 2 = Pachons 18 and Daistos 16 =Payni 2, on condition that
there is an interval of six months between Dios in year 3o and Daisios
i year 31, or in other words that Daisios precedes Dios in the order
of the year and that there is no intercalary month in year 3o. It is evident
then that Apollonios intercalated a Peritios in yvear 31 and nol in year
303 and, considering his authority as well as the fact that there was a
Peritios embolimos in year 27 and anolher in year 29, we may surely
regard the dale L X, Hepiriov u€oiipou, Mexeip xy as a provinctal mis-
take or possibly an Lgyptian date equivalent to L xf.

The double date of year 32, Hyperberetaios 25 = Phaopht 25 does
not help us much. It corresponds with the double dates of years 29, 3o,
31 to within two days and affords further evidence that two months were
mtercalated between Hyperberetaios in year 29 and Hyperberetaios in
vear Jo.

The sequences of months which we obtain by the above rcasoniug lor
the years aqg, 3o, 3t are shown more fully in the following table
(p- 214). And the conclusion which we draw from these sequences is :

1* IF the ¢ day of the regnal year was a fixed date in the Macedo-
nian calendar, 1t fell in the interval of 45 days between Dystros 23 and
Artemisios 10:

2° If it was a fixed datc in the Kgyptian calendar, it fell 1 the inter-
val of 39 days between Phamenoth 30 and Pachons ¢.

Let us turn now to some other pieces of evidence. Sometimes by com-
paring the date on which a letter was written with the date on which

Zenon received it, and assuming that such dates are regnal, we get two



TABLE I.

YEAR 20,

INTERVAL BETWEEN
LAST DATE IN YEAR 20

AND FIBST DATE IN YEAR Du.

YEAR 30.

INTERYAL BETWEEN

LAST DATE IN YEAR S0

AND FIRST DATE IN YEAR 81,

YEAR 31.

Myperber. 20 == Thoth
Dios 1 == Phaopiii
Apellaios 1= Athyr
Andnaios 1 == Choiak
Peritios 1 == Cholak

Per. emhol. 36 = Mecheir

k]

4
Jo

a6

Dystros 1 = Mecheir 3o
Nandikes 1 = Pham. 29

Avtemisios g ~= Pachions 7 (or$

Artamn.
Daisios
Panemos
Loios
Lorp.
Hyperh.

Dins

10 = Pachons 8 (org) |

1 — Pachons =8

1 =DPayni

=8

v = Epeiph 27

b

= Mesore

1 = Thoth

10

- Athye

Dios
Apellaios
Audnaios
Peritivs
Dystros
Xanldikos
Artemisios

Daisios

t

1

= Athyr

= Athyr a0
— Choiak =0
— Tybi 19
— Mecheir 1y
—= Pham. 8
=— Phar, 18

= Pachons 17

Daisios
Panemos
Loios
Gorpiaios
Hyperher.
Dios
Apellaios
\udnaios
Peritios
Per. embol.

Dystros

2 = Pachons 18

1 = Payni 17

1+ = Epeiph 17
i — Mesore 16
+ = Thoth 10

1 == Phaophi 1

1 == Athyr q
1 = Choeiak G
i = Tyl S
1 = Mecheir S
23 = Pham. 3o

[9]
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termini between which the fiest day of the year did not fall. The more
mmportant of these fernuni are given below : in no case do they conflict

with the conclusions drawn from a study of the double dates.

Year o8, Gorpiaios 17 — vyear 28, Hyperberetaios.

— 98, Apellaios 26 — — 28, Audnaios a5,

— a8, Perilios — — a8, Dyslros 8 (prohably).
— 2q, Mesore 2 — — aq, Gorpiaios 16.

— 3o, Artemisios yo - - -— 3o, Arlemisios 25.

— 3o. Dios 3 = - Bo. Dios 18,

Interesting also is a letter from Apollonios dated year 31, Dystros 23,
Phamenoth 3o and endorsed by Zenon vear 31, Pharmouthi 1 for this
shows that the new vear did not begin till after Dystros 24 or Pharmou-
thi 1, according as we reckon by the Macedonian or the Egvptian calendar,

In a statement of expenditure dated year 28 certain months are wrillen
in the following order, which isin accord with the sequences given by the
double dates : Artemisios, Daisios, Panemos, Lotos, Dios. The use of the
Macedonian months makes it probable that the year in question is a re-
gnal year. In any case it cannot be a financial year starting in Thoth, for
al that time Thoth began Defore Dios.

A letter to Zenon dated L %8, ®ai@: xg, contains the following inte-
resting passage : 100 onoduov @ p qi(pmé’r;w) aw Eurpnoas v Tt Aa (é’-
re) o M| .. .« @ |apayevopévov E'rsa'pxc-v 700 Qazis Z, &y paper 1i
a|du|€oror wpis Mdbura, doavrws 8¢ nai 1is xvixov 16y pe d(pra@o‘iv) Wy
Suérpnoas év tain A\B (¥red) Tod Exei@ 7. This proves in the first place thai

in year 3o Epeiph preceded Phaophi. And if we vead M

exelp|, which is
perhaps more probable than Mlezopy | as it leaves a shorter interval bet-
ween the measuring of the sesame and the writing of the receipt, it would
follow that the first day of year 32 fell hetween Mecheir and Epeiph (or
between Peritios embolimos and Panemos |3 while if we vead Mfsropy |,
we have to place the first day of the vear belween Phaophi and Epeiph
and admit the possibility of its being a financial year beginning in Mecheir.
The former conclusion is in close accord and the latter is not i conflict
with what we have inferred from the double dates of Apollonios.

An entry in a list of silver vessels deposited as securities on money

loans gives some still closer indications. On Pharmouthi = ¢ of vear 36 a
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certain sum of money was lent on three pieces of plate. After giving details
about the money and the securily the entry proceeds thus. Kal réxos
wpooeyEveTo TOU [)lg] (é’-rous) ynviiy ?3 xa) 100 2L (é"rovs) unydy z [ (5pax—
pal). oz (f’;@o)\ol 8). Mereréln 8 wpls Alwovuad|dwpor (£rovs ) A¢ Ym:p@s—
F-s'rou’(ov) 6 [®aw]@: 1, and here follow details of the money paid over.
Taking into account that fractions of months were sometimes reckoned
as whole months when interest was being estimated, we may infer from
the words quoted that Pharmouthi 21 was near the beginning of year 36
and that Phaophi 16 (equivalent to Hyperberelaios o) was in the seventh
month from the beginming of vear 37. Il we can trust a double date
given by onc of the tibeh papyri, n® 77,8, invear 36 Pharmouthi o t was
equal to Xandikos 9. For reasons which will appear later I am inclined
to think that in the 36™ regnal year Pharmoutht o1 veally fell about the
end of Dystros. But in any case the passage indicates that in years 36 and
37 the beginning of the vear was either in or close to Xandikos and Phar-
mouthi.

Of capital importance is the following letter, preserved among the files
of Zenon though not addressed to him dirvectly.

Képpayos Mpo&évan yaipew. Eis pév 18 #dopor xat tpiaxosTiv éros Avo-
pov [ ]
yevelhiois & didovau sipiv ilswior ois eis Kdvarmoy dmodnpotas perd 700| |

’

ouverdyn 00| [Tas||var, Tois & wap’ ol Tére 0dfels Ewxe, pera INfyals 8¢
[3 7
NUE [~
\ ” z ~ 4 ’ ~ -~
pas 1oy diazuveaTnpévoy maida Opdowva Acuxinmw: 1@ ypapuate|i
N
70|
éuxopilealfar T Iwvia xa Tas dyopis dedsusvoy petemepdduny | [
aitias. epl pév ody Tobraw & iy émislodny oos amcdidods Aioyevis dvre-
X[d)s s’pe?]
W ~ fea y
Wy olneiblv]s pov, évredbeton ¢ oot xat Lfvaw. Eis 88 15 Sydoov i 7pia-
xooTiv ér[os xal pij|-
>
va Zavdixiy 6 Vs pov Attados xal Aioyevns Enabov T yibpevoy ilaion,
pe(To Tail-
T 98 ovlels sipiy ovldy Ewxev. Kakis dv ody woujoas évbupnbels tva punbels

1f1|(1cf5 Tﬂv|
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Umo o ypapnatéwy adooii. Ta 38 & & Qépwy coi Ty émaToliy €pei.

EPP&JO‘O.

About six letlers are wanting at the end of cach line. In the first line
one is templed to read Tois after the day of the month, laking a yevéOhia
to be the king’s birthday™; and indeed this seems to be the most natural
restoration of the passage. T have filled up most of the other lacuna with
tentative readings, but this is not the place to discuss the details of the
text. For our present purpose ils importance consists in this : it shows
that the end of year 37 was in or about Dystros and that the Iwginning
of year 38 was before or in Xandikos.

One other indication may be mentioned here, though whether it has
any hearing on our inquiry is very doubtful. Two letters addressed to Ze-
non by a certain Kuempolos are dated L xe, Haydwvs B, and one of them
speaks of the planting of vegelables in vinevards efs 75 xe (&r0s); yel both
are endorsed L g, Haydvs ¢. One cannot help asking then whether xe is
nol a mistake for Ae and whether year 36 did not accordingly begin bét-
ween the o™ and the 6™ of Pachons. But it i1s diflicult to believe that L xe
was not written advisedly, and I scarcely think that the above suggestion
is the right explanation of the discrepancy.

Putting together all these pieces of evidence we ave led to the conclu-
sion that if the beginning of the regnal year was a lixed date in the Egyptian

calendar, it fell between Pharmouthi 1 and Pachons g, and most probably

M It is not elear whether the Kano- day, it may be conjectured that it was

pos mentioned in line 2 is the famous
town near Alexandria or a village of the
same name in the Fayoum. But in any
case if yeve§liots vefers to the king,
the letter of Korvagos inviles comparison
with the opening sentences of the Ka-
nopos decree which speak of the priests
assembling at Kanopos on the birthday
of Buergeles and the anniversary ol his
accession, the 5" and the 25" of Dios.
If the regnal year of Ptolemy Il began
likewise about the date of his birth-

on the occasion of his completing his
a5 year that he was raised to the thro-
ne in association with his father : unless
indeed the beginning of his regnal year
was reckoned from the death of Soter.
Whether the regnal year of Euergetes he-
gan on the 25" of Dios is another ques-
tion : it may be that that was merely the
date on which he first received the title
of Baciievs and that his vegnal year
started from the day on which he finally
began (o reign.
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was not fater than the twenty-livst of Pharmouthi. On the other hand,
il the regnal vear was fixed by the Macedonian calendar, the above argu-
ments show that 1t began between Dystros 24 and the end of Xandikos.
And surely the probability is that the vears of the king were reckoned by
the Macedonian calendar, by which all royal and mimisterial documents
were daled even in Egypt, while in the king's possessions oulside Igypt
the Egyptian calendar was practically unknown. One ])uint inclines me Lo
surmise that the vear may have hegun in Dystros rather than in Nandikos
and this ts the fact I.]u.tL(ul. least in the time of "_\p()ﬂollio;\';) the mterca-
lated month was Peritios bis; for on general grounds it seems a reasonable
supposition that the thirteenth month was inserted at the end of the
year, . e. belore the month in which the new year hegan.

I have not found more than one or two dates that scem in any way (o
conflict with the above conclusions concerning the regnal year of Ptolemy
I1. The docket L 2y, ®appoife Mayaivs on a long bread account from the
archives of Zenon 1s diflicult to reconeile with my proposed dating 1f year
38 Dbe taken as a vegnal year and Pharmoutht and Pachons as two quile
complete months. But this may be a financial date, or L 2y may be used
loosely to include the lail-end of year 37. Again a papyrus from Hibel,
n° 80, is daled in demolic «year 34 which makes year 35, Epeiph 4 -
I this ease year 35 is mlerpreted as a financial year beginning on
Thoth 1, the date indicates, as Grenfell and Hunt have argued (P. Hib.
p- 362), that the 34™ regnal year of Plolemy 11 began between Epeiph /
and Thoth 1. In face of the evidence of the new documents one might
put aside an isolated indication of this sort by supposing that the demotic
seribe has made a mistake; but I think the date is right and capable of
explanation. It prn]);,\bly refers to a financial year beginning not on the
t* of Thoth but on the 1" of Mecheir : and in that case Epeiph of revenue
year 35 would in facl be equal to Epeiph of regnal year 34 (see Table 1I).
The probable existence at this period of a financial year starting from
Mecheir was pointed out by Grenfell and Hunt ([’. b, p. 360), and
various dates in the papyri ave difficult to explain without the hypothesis
of such a vear, The regular Egyptian year which started from the 1* of
Thoth superseded in the end all other systems of veckoning; but to what

extent it was used al this period is a matter of doubt.
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§ 2, — THE MACEDONIAN CALENDAR.

It has been shown by Grenfell and Hunt that the Macedonian vear
gradually fell behind the Eg}'})l.inn vear, that is to say, it was on the ave-
rage longer; and as it was nominally a Junar year, it 15 plan that some
method of intercalation must have been employed. But the double dates
hitherto known made it diflicult to believe that there was any consistenl
method. =The irregularities are such that the number of intercalated days
scems to have varied from year lo years (P. Hib., p. 356). Tt has even
been suggested that days were occasionally suppressed as well as interca-
lated (LI‘ISQI'IER, P. Magd., p. /l.’i). One 1s loath to think that the ealendar
by which the King and the chief officials dated their edicts and correspon-
dence was in such a slate of disorder; and perhaps, if we re-examine the
question with the aid of the new malerial, we may find reason to doubt
whether the system of intercalation was so irregular as has been supposed.

That a whole month was sometimes wtercalated had already been mfer-
red from a mutilated date in the Petrie papyri (:sec P Hib.,p.3 3&). But
the new papyri give us more definite and important information, for they
show that a Peritios embolimos was mserted in years 27, 29, and 31 of
Ptolemy II and, probably, a Panemos embolimos in yvear 16 (01‘ year 13)
of Ptolemy I1l. These facts almost oblige us to conclude that the interca-
lation of an extra month al oeccasional intervals was the normal method
by which the Macedonian vear was lengthened i the period under re-
view. I this seems highly probable, it1s equally probable that the method
cmploycd was the intercalation of a month every second year, which is
fact an old method of intercalation described by Herodolos, I, chap. 3.
For it will be found that the number of days by which the Macedonian
year fell behind the Egyptian year up to the end of the reign of Euergetes
corresponds very closely to the number of days by which the application
of this method would lengthen it, allowance being made for errors and
for the different systems of reckoning the vear. Let us take a specific
instance. The best attested of the double dates that we possess are those
of Apollonios and that of the Kanopos decree. According to the former, in
year 29 of Philadelphos Apellaios 1 was equivalent to Athyr t; according
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fo the latter, in year g of Kucrgetes Apellaios « coincided with Tybi 4 1.
Now between these two dates there are eighteen Macedonian years (on the
reasonable assumption that Philadelphos died in is 39" regnal year
before the 1* of Thoth or al least before Dios 25 ); so if, slarting from
year 29, we intercalate nine months of thirty days, we find that in year
g of Kuergetes Apellaios 1 ought to coincide with Tybi «3, a difference
of only two days from the actual date.

To make the question clearer I have drawn up a Table of concordance
between the two calendars for the reign of Ptolemy Il on the assumption
that a thirteenth month was intercalated every second year. The basis of
caleulation is the double date of Apollonios for vear 2g, which in all pro-
hability is cither vight or very nearly so. For convenience Xandikos 1 is
taken as the starling-point of the regnal year, though it is very probable
that it really began in the last week of Dystros. We assume further that the
Mlacedonian months were of o and 3o days alternately, that the inter-
calated month was of 30 days ™, and that the yegnal year was reckoned
on the Macedontan calendar. And now let ns compare the results given
by the Table with such double dates of this period as are known to us.

Year 1 of Philadelphos coincided roughly with year 41 of Soter. I'rom
a passage in P Ihb., n° 84 (), it has been inferred that in year ho of
Soter @ Panemos was one of the harvest months. According to our Table,
in year ho Panemos would conerde with Phamenoth. Grenfell and Hunt
give Pharmouthi, Pachons and Payni as the harvest months; bul from
P, v Ak B, icappears probable that harvest began in Mecheir, and
in any case there is little doubt that Phamenoth was a harvest month at
this period 8. The passage then is quite consistenl with the theory which

we are testing.

@1t may he nofed that on this hypo-
thesis a hundred months would contain
agha days, whereas in fact a hundred
lunations cover rather more than 2953
days. Therefore a calendar arranged on
the above system would gain on (he
moon about one day in ecight years, un-

less a month was occasionally lengthened.
¢ That year ho of King Ptolemy So-
ter is the correct dafe of this papyrus
was pointed out by Rusexsonyx, P. Ele-
phantine, p. 29.
O Cf. Lesovier, P. Magd., p. 38 and
p- 105, and Respxsony, op. eit., p. 27.
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For year 22 P. Hib., n° g» contains a double date which the editors
read pnwos Eav&x[o]ﬂ Alyunilay Hn[vr)]_s M.gx[}p] TecTapsonaidendini. But
they remark that except for p of Mex/p, which might also be » o x, the
traces of all the letters are very shight, that palzographically Me[ao]pn
7[5t would be possible, and that not much reliance can be placed on their
reading (p. 340 ). L therefore pass it by with the remark that, il our Table
is approximately right, the only possible restoration of the text is Alyv-
7wy 2 [(D]ayev[afﬁj.

Year a7. In the Revenue Laws Gorpiaios is equaled (o Mesore (P. Hib.,
p- 340). This corresponds exactly with the concordance in the Table, in
which Gorpiaios 2 coincides with Mesore 1.

Years 29, 30, 31. For these three years we have the double dates of
Apollonios and Zenon, of which I have already spoken. The date year 29,
Dystros 18, Phamenoth 18 on a contract from Philadelphia differs from
the Table by one day, and so also does the date of Apollonios year 30, Arte-
misios 10, Pachons . A date on a demotic contract in Levden (P. [ib.,
p- 34 1) L xf Hepiriov L x8 T3 offers no difliculty. As has been already
said, the double date L X Iepiriov éu€odipov Meysip xy is proved by the
dates of Apollonios to be cither an error or (what is also possible) to refer
to regnal year 29 : but in the latter case, as a glance at the Table will
show, L X cannot be a financial vear beginning in Mecheir, but must be
an Egvptian vear rveckoned from Thoth.

Year 32. A double date of Apollonios, Hyperberetaios o5 — Phaophi

25, differs from the Table by two days.

Year 35. The equation Hyperberetaios 29 — Phaophi 2 on a Hibeh
papyrus, n® 146G, differs from the Table by five davs.

Year 3G. A letter of this vear from Hibeb, 0® 57, 1s dated Artemisios
23, Pachons 29. Between this equation and that of the Table there 1s a
difference of 23 days. But as the matter with which the letter deals is the
payment of revenues, it is possible that the date is a financial date and
that year 36 is equivalent lo regnal year 35. In that case the difference
would be reduced to four days.

Year 37. On a papyrus from Philadelphia already cited (p. 21(5),
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Phaopht 16 is equated to Hyperberelaios g, a conrordanee which diflirs
from the Table by fonr days,

Year 3g. A contract of this year from Philadelphia is dated pnris Ap-
[ve|uioicv AlyvnTiwy 8¢ Taive, which does not imply more than that these
two months partly coincided. This and the preceding date refer in all
probability to the regnal year.

On the whole then it may be said that the dates given by the papyri
correspond ronghly with those of the Table and that the rate at which
the Macedonian year fell hehind the Egyptian is practically the same as
that which would result from the intercalation of a whole month every
second year. Differences of one or two days may be disregarded, espe-
cially as we are not sure of the exact length of the sepavale Macedonian
months. But differences such as we find m vears 35 and 36 are more
serious : either the scribes were very inaccurate or something is wrong
with our hypothesis. That such discrepancies are simply due to inaccuracy
seems indeed [ar from unlikely when we consider how many indisputable
errors (amounting somelimes lo five and somelimes even Lo Len days) are
made by the methodical Zenon in the course of three vears. Iurther it
should be noted in how many of the double dates which differ from the
Table, especially those of Zenon. we find that the day of the month is the
same in both calendars, e. g. year 35, Hyperberetaios 29 = Phaophi 2.
[s it not probable then that when the seribe was not sure of the correc
concordanee, but knew that Hyperberetaios was roughly equivalent 1o
Phaophi, he was tempted to treal the two months as exactly equivalent?

For the present the most we can say is that the evidence of the papyri
points to a system of inlercalation by means of whole months, that the
only system of this sorl that would correspond to the increasing divergence
between the Macedonian and Egyptian calendars at this period is a system
of biennial intercalation, and that the double dates of the reign of Phi-
ladelphos neither confirm nor disprove this theory. As regards the double
dates of Eucrgetes it is difficult to apply them as a test until we know the
starling-point of his regnal year. 1 incline to believe that it began in
Lotos, but I am not prepared to argue the question without more decisive
evidence than we have at present,

G. C. Kocan.
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Xandikos 1...{Choiak  7|Mecheir 27|Pliam.  a|Pham. a1|Pham. so|Pham. ag|Pham. ;s{l’h;u-‘ 7|Pham.  26|Phar.  15|Phar. 4|Phar,  a3|Phar,  ta|Pachons 1|{Phar. 30
Artemisios v. . [Tyhi 7|\Pham, a7|Phar, a|Phar.  23|Phar,  g0[Phar.  29|Phar.  18|Pachons 7(Phar.  a6|Pachons 15|Pachons 4|Pachions 23{Pachons 1a|Payni | Paclions 10
Daisios s..... Mecheir  6{Plar. 26| Pachons 1|Pachons 20 Pachons g|Paclions a§|Pachens 17|Payni 6| Pachons ad|Payni ¢4 Payni S{Payni wa\Payni  s«fPayni SoPayni  1g
Panemos 1....|Pham.  6{Pachons 26/Payni 1|Payni 20| Payni g|Payni  aS{Payui  gg|Epeiph  6{Payni a5 Epeiph «4{Epeiph  3{Epeiph a3 |Epeiph 1s|Epeiph 3o|Epeiph 19
| B3 EY T Phar. S{Payni  25{Payni 30 Epeipl: 19|Epeiph  8|Epeiph  a7|Epeiph 16{Mesore 1§ [‘:])('il!]l 2§ Mesore  13{Mesore  a{Mesore 2s{Mesore s0|Mesore ag|Mesore 3
Gorpiaios 1... [Packons 5Epeiph 25(Epeiph 3o|Mesore 1g|Mesore 8 Mesore a7[Mesore 46|Epag. 5 Mesore =24Thoth 8 Epag.  o|Thoth  16/Thoth  5/Thoth a4
Hyperber. . .{Payni 4|Mesore ai|Mesore ag Thoth 13| Thoth 2[Thotl 21 {Thoth  so[Thoth  sg|{Thoth & |Phaophi 7/Thoth 26/ Phaophi 15{Phaophi 4 [Phaophi 23
Dios 1....... Epeipli 4| Thoth  1g|Thoth 4/ |Phaophi «3|Phaophi = |Phaopli ay[Phaophi so{Phaophi ag{Phaopli 18[Athyr  5[Plaophi a6Athyr  s5{Athyr A)Athyr a2
Apellaios 1 .. .|Mesore  3[Plaophi «8Phaophi 23| Athyr 12| Athyr s{Athyr  ao[Alhyr g Athyr  a8|Athye  17|Choiak  6]Athyr  25/Choink  14{Choiak  3|Choiak a3
Audnaios 5 ... |Epag.  3|Athyr  «8/Athyr 23 |Choiak s2{Choiak  1[Choiak s0|Choiak gl(:lmi:l. =8| Choiak 17| Tyhi 6|Choiak 5| Tybi  14|Tyhi 3|Tybi 22
Peritios 5 ....[Thoth  =7/Choiak 17|Choiak a2 Tyhi 1:{Choiak  30|Tybi 19| Tybi 8 Tybi 27| Tyhi 16| Mecheir  5|Tybi  «f|Mecheir 13{Mecheir = {Mecheir 23
Per. embol. 1. Tybi 22 Tybi 3o Mecheir 8 Meehieir 46 Mecheir 24 Pham. 2
Dystros 1.....[Phaophi 27{Tyhi 17(Mecheir 22 |Mecheir 1s|Mecheir 3o|\Mecheir sg[Pham.  8|Mecheir 27(Pham. 16|Pham,  5[Pham. a4 {Pham. 13|Phar. 2(Pham. =)
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A FURTHER NOTE
ON EARLY PTOLEMAIC CHRONOLOGY

BY

M. C. G. EDGAR.

The article published in the Jast number of the Annales, p. a0g, On
the dating of early Plolemaic papyri, was already in print when another
portion of the Gerza find came into our possession. The new documents,
among which are one or two pieces of more than ordinary interest, throw
a little more light on some of the questions discussed in the above-men-
tioned paper.

We had previously inferred from the double dates of Apollonios (art.
cit., p. 9113) that an extra month was intercalated not in year 3o, in
which there seemed to be evidence of a second Peritios, but in year 31.
That inference is now éonﬁrmed, for among the new material is a letter
from Apollonios himself [dated L da Iepitiov éubori(uov) xn Papevdl . X
The concordance here differs by one day frem that of our Table, which,
it will be remembered, is founded on the usual assumption that the Ma-
‘cedonian months consisted of 29 and 3o days alternately ™) without any
relation to the actual changes of the moon(®. But the slight differences

™ Grenfell and Hunt, whom 1 have
followed, suppose that the odd months
'had 29 days and the even months 3o days,
and they suggest that the last day of the
‘short months was written as the 30", the
29" being omitted (Hibek Papyri, p. 334).
But in the Philadelphia papyri we find
Gorpiaios 29, and Gorpiaios was one of
‘the odd months.

™ Bduché-Leclercq ( Hist. des-Lagides,

IV, p. 285, note 1)says of the Macedo-
nian calendar : «Il n'était méme pas d'ac-
cord aveclalune, son régulateur naturel.
Par exemple, en I'an V de Philométor
la lunc était dgée de 24 jours le 7 Arté-
misios.» He forgets that at the date men-
tioned the Macedonian months had been
assimilated to the Egyptian and that Ar-
temisios was merely an official synonym
for Athyr.
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between the dates of.Apollonios and those of the Table make it doubtful

whether our hypothesis is quite correct and whether Apollonios did not
reckon the length of the mdnths on fa different system..

In the next place certain dockets of Zenon, together with some others
in the papyri previously examined’, ‘cnable’ us to determine the Leginning
of year 29 to within one week. In year 28 Zenon appears to have gone
on a long voyage of inspection, probably in attendance on Apollonios.
Coming from the east of the Delta, he arrived in-Memphis on or before the
24™ of Dystros and remained there till the 3™ of Xandikos or later. Bet-
ween the 3" and the 20® of Xandikos he went on to Alexandria, where
he remained until the month of Daisios. Now in this'series of dockéts the
last date of year 2‘3 is- Dystros 24 and the‘f'lst d.m‘ of ycar gq is Xm-
dikos 2. : : i e

Year 09 then began between Dystros 24'and Xandikés 3._"'1']1565"(5 dates
n the_Egyp'tian calendar, .'Accoi'ding to' Apollonios, are Phamenoth'% and
Phamenoth 1 1. But we have already seen (art.cit., p. a15) that year 34
did not begin till after Pharmouthi 1, equivalent'at that lime to Dystros
al. Year 29 then began before Phamenoth 11 and year 34 after Phar-
mouthi 1. This deﬁniltely" confirms our contention (art. cit., p- 2 18)' that
the first day of the regnal year, as’ officially reckoned, was'a fixed date
in the Macedonian calendar and thenefoxe a dmngedb]o date in thé Egyp—
tian calendar. :

It is perhaps permissible to go a step farther. A fl'agmenta‘l‘y le{.tqr“)
among the new material is dated L \8 ®appoif: y. Now if Wé niay assume
this date to be correct and if moreover it refers, as is nrost probable, to
the regnal year of which we have been speaking, it fixes the beginning
of the year to within two days. For as we know that the regnal year be-
gan between Dystros o4 and Xandikos 3, it follows from the concordances
of Apollomos (see art. cit., Table II) that in the Egyptian calendaryear
32 began between Pharmouthi 1 and Pharmouthi g and year 33 between
Phamenoth 20 and Phamenoth 28, so that Pharx_nouthi 3 of year 3a c;{ri

- O 1t is possible that this letter refers ‘ved by Zenon on year'31, Pharmouthi 1.
to the same subject as two other letters . Unfortunately, half of it is missing.
dated year 31, Phameneth 3¢, and recei- LT
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only have fallen at 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 fixed date
in the Macedonian calendar, it follows, if the above assumptions are
correet, that the first day of the year was cither the g:")“‘ or the a6 of
Dystros. '

It may be regarded then as established that the year by which the
dioiketes and other oflicials dated their correspondence in the reign of
Ptolemy Philadelphos was a Macedonian year beginning on or shortly
after the 25" of Dystros. There are also some  indicationsf (see Hibeh
PapJn Appcndn I, p. 3()9 and p. 374) that the term of office of the
_ eponymous priest and priestess, so often menhoned in the dating of docu-
ments, corwsponded with this \[wccdoman year. That its slarting-point
was the anniversary of the king’s accession is still ‘only an assumption,
though a very probable one. The probability would be stxil greater if it
could be shown that the starting-point varied from reign 1o reign; and it
will be disappointing if the Philadelphia papyri do not at least help us
{0 determine, more conc[uswely than has yet been done, in what month
the regnal year of Euer getes [ l)eg«m But at present the evldencc on tlus
point is somewhat confusmpr

ik e

P.S. The article On L}m‘daling of early Puolemaic papyri was writlen
befove I was aware of the publication, by Prof. Vitelliand his colleagues,
of the Zenonian papyri in Florence, and the above note had unfortuna-
toly gone to the printer before I had an opportunity of studymg their most
interesting work. The Florence collection is no less important than ours,
and represents very fully what we may call the three main phases of Ze-
non’s correspondence : the early period, from year a5 to year 29, when
he was employed by Apollonios, on foreign business, sometimes travelling
abroad; the middle pperiod, when he was settled at Philadelphia, working
under the direct orders of Apollonios and in constant communication with
him: and the later vears, in which the figure of his patron fades into the
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background until we read of the great Philadelphian ‘estate as 77s
[m’pé‘re]pov obans Amoiwslov wpeds].

The double dates of Apollonios and Zenon in the Florence collection,
though not nuUMerous , 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 himself with a rough assimilation of the two calendars.
Most interesting is the evidence (op. cit., n* 347, 436, 5111) that the
king’s birthday fell in Dystros : my conjecture that he was crowned by his
father on the occasion of his completing his 25" year may well be right.
The only 'document that confliets with our theory of the regnal year is
n° 509, in which Phamenoth 2 appears to precede Mesore of year 305
and in view of the other evidence I have little doubt that there is some
mistakg 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 a little about the chronology
of the reign of Euergetes. N* 386 and 388, dealing with the payment of
taxes, give us the following sequence of financial years, L3, L@, Ly, L4,
showing that year 2 of Euergetes immediately followed year 39 of Phila-
delphos. These dates have an important bearing on the question of the
financial year and also on the question of the regnal year of Euergetes.
The following argument will be more easily understood if the reader will
look at Table II in our previous article.

We took the double date of year 39 in which Artemisios is equated to
Payni (art. cit., p. 2aa) to refer to the regnal year, because it occurs in
the formula Basiedorros Irodepalov together with the names of the epo-
nymous priest and priestess, and it is reasonably supposed that such dates
are as a role regnal dates. If that view is right, we may infer two things
from the new evidence. First, the year employed in the above sequences,

™ Needless 1o 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 LA¢ andin
instance is dated L) and endorsed LA3.  the second 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 befove. ; J
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which was presumably a financial year, began in Thoth. It cannot have
begun in Mecheir, for in that case there would have been another year,
Lu or La, between L)@ and LB. Secondly, the reign of Ptolemy II must
have ended between Payni and Thoth of his 39™ regnal year, for other-
wise L3 would have heen 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 to con-
jecture that the regnal year of Euergetes began in Loios (art. cit., p. 223).
This theory would also explain satisfactorily the dates iny P, Petr., III, 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 ag of
year aa. :

On the other hand, it is necessary to take into consideration the possi-
hility that the double date above mentioned refers to the 39*™ financial
year and the 38" regnal. In that case the financial year cannot have begun
in Thoth, for a year beginning in Thoth would not have been in advance
of the regnal year in Payni. We must then suppose the 3¢™ financial -year
to have hegun in Mecheir of regnal year 37. The combined evidence of the
Canon and of P Flor. 386, 388 will then oblige us to place the:accession
of Euergetes between Thoth and Mecheir of the 38" regnal year of Phila-
delphos; and it will enable us (what the alternative view forbids) te place
it on Dios 25 (= Cholak 17 approximately), the date on which the young
king, according to the Kanopos decree, mapflaber miv Bacilelay waioo‘t 700
warpbs /

In'favour of the second of those two theories it should moreover be
said that the dates of the closing years of Euergetes in the documents from

“Magdola and Elephantine™ and also in the Petrie papyri are compatible
with a regnal year beginning in Dios, but are extremely difficult to recon-
cile with one beginning in Loios. In fact it seems to me, on the present
evidence, almost certain that the regnal year of Euergetes began, as is
generally supposed, on the 25% of Dios, and that consequently the financial

) The editor of the Elephantine papy- - them on the old system, assuming Thoth ¢
ri, M. Rubensohn, has erroneously dated  to be the starting-point of the vear.
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year began in Mecheir. As for the date Lig Havifpou éu€oripov; which
‘seems ‘lo indicate that the' regnal year began in Loios, T was perhaps
mistaken in attributing it to Euergefes : 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 25™ regnal year ®. The first and last
'-yea'rs‘of Euergetes might, according to the above theory, be tabulated
“'thus in continuation of Table II; and it may be remarked that these concor-
dances ag;‘ce very closely with certain double dates which the papyri give
us for year a5 ®).-Bat whatever month be'taken as the starting-point of

the regnal year of Euergetes,'it-'\»}ill, I'think, be found impossible to-avoid

M As was formerly pointed out by

Mr. Smyly, a financial year beginning in .

i Thoth is irreconcilable with a regnal year
starting from Dios 25 (P. Hib., p.364).

™ The most serious objection to this
view is P. Magd., n° k2, which implies

that in year 1 of Philopator !Athyr pre-

ceded Tybi. But it'may be that the peti-
tioner, wrifing in year 1 two  months

after; the incident about \\luch she com-
plains, mad\extentl} misdated it or dated

it by the canonical year. M. Lesquier, to
whom we are indebted for an acute ana-
lysis of the'Magdola dates, has argued
from them that Euergetes reigned for
more than 25 full years and died between
Phamenoth 27 of his 26™ regnal .year
and the following Thoth. I am_ unable to
accept this view. We know from two or
three sources'(P. Pesr., 111, 58, d; Cat.
Cairo, Demotischen Papyrus; n" 30604)
that in Phamenoth the financial year of

Euergetes was one unit in advance of the

regnal year, so that Phamenoth of regnal
year 26 would have been equivalent to
Phamenoth  of financial ‘year' 27. But as
Euergetes did not reach his 27" financial

(/u

year, he must have died before hamenoth
of his a6* regnal year. That scems clear
enongh. Further, as T@bi secems 1o have
preceded Phamenoth in the early regnal
years of Philopator (P. Magd., n° 39)
and as Euerg'etcs reigned for a5 cano-
nical years, it is probable that Philopa-
tor ‘came to the throne between the
twenty-fifth Thoth of the actual reign
of Euergetes and the following Tybi; and
that is in fact where we have placed his
accession. Again , it appears from P. Petr.
HI, 141 that Euergetes died between the
beginning of Choiak of his 25* regnal
year and the following Payni. Combined
with the preceding ‘evidence this fixes
the date of his death to Choiak or the
beginning of Tybi. So if we say that
Philopator's regnal year began about the
middle of Choiak and the end of Loios,
I think we shall not be far wrong.

) On the other hand, 1 must admit
that the double date of the Kanopos de-
cree does not accord with this arrange-
ment so well as with the theory that

. Philadelphos died in his 39 regnal year.
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YEAR 25.

Ghoiak Phamenoth a3
Apellaios f.0.vouvnniann... Choiak Phamenoth 28
Audnaios .. .. Tybi Pharmouthi 28
Peritios 1. 0000 vniunnan B SR e Mecheir Pachons a7
DYRLROR £t ol ot il o Phamenoth’ Payni 29

Xandikos t..... T T S S Pharmouthi Epeiph 26
Artemisios s......... e G Pachons Mesore

Daisios 1 - Payni Thoth
Panemos 1.4 .c0vvnincann AL Epeiph Phaophi

Loies 1..: Mesore Athyr
Gorpiaios 1 Thoth
Hyperberetaios 1 Phaophi
Embolimos 1 Athyr

the conclusion that at least two and more probably three different systems
of reckoning the year were in common and rather indiscriminate use at
this period. This and some other chronological questions I hope to discuss
more fully on another occasion,

C. C. Encag.
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