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PREFACE 

THE main sources of the history of the Second 

Commonwealth are: the first and second books of 

Maccabees, Josephus’ Works, and the Tannaitic Literature. 

In dealing with the Tannaitic Literature one ought not 

to lose sight of the fact that it has reached us through 

the medium of the Amoraim, who at times incorporated 

in the Tannaitic texts their own interpretations. The 

relative historical values of first and second Maccabees is 

a much disputed question. The crucial point in this con- 

troversy is, Which of these two books is more exact in its 

chronological dates? Some scholars believe that they have 

found the chronology of first Maccabees in agreement with 

what is known to us from reliable Greek historians, and 

hence decide in its favour against second Maccabees ; while 

others take the opposite view. Similarly scholars have 

questioned many a statement by Josephus on account of 

the discrepancy between him and the Greco-Roman 

historians with regard to the chronology. 

With the help of the Megillat Taanit I trust that I have 

shown the identity of the dates given in first and second 

Maccabees and in Josephus, and thereby have removed 

all discrepancy, thus reinvesting their statements with 

historical significance and authority. 

This was made possible by the discovery that the 

Palestinian Fews started to reckon the year beginning in 

the autumn 312 as the year 2 of the Seleucidean Eva. The 

first Book of Maccabees follows this method, while the 

second counts this year as first. 
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Of equally great significance I consider the establish- 

ment in the third chapter of the Sabbatic Cycles, so much 

discussed by modern scholars, Jewish and Christian, as 

well as by the great rabbis of the Middle Ages. The 

placing beyond doubt of the incidents dated by these 

Cycles will be recognized by all as important for the aps 

of Jewish history as well as of the Halakah. 

In the discussion of this most important document 

Megillat Taanit, J have offered many new interpretations 

which greatly differ from those of my predecessors. At 

first sight the reader may, under the influence of the 

scholia and of the modern literature, be reluctant to accept 

them. I hope that a careful study and comparison with 

the chronological statements of Josephus will convince the 

scholar of the soundness of my views. I have especially 

tried to show that our Megillah throws new light on the 

great war against the Romans. 

Megillat Taanit is a relic of the literature of the 

‘Fourth Philosophy’. It is well known that toward the 

close of the Second Commonwealth two divisions arose 

among the Pharisees: the Apocalyptic one and the Fourth 

Philosophical School, i.e. the ‘Sicarii’ (see S. Zeitlin, 

‘Judas the Galilean and Jesus of Nazareth’, Fewish Forum, 

1918). Among the former, from whom Christianity 

originated, grew up the pseudepigraphic literature, which 

was preserved by the adherents of the new religion. The 

other division of the Pharisees, the leaders of the revolt 

(Sicarii), must also have given literary expression to their 

views. However, since they had been responsible for the 

revolt against the Romans which ended so disastrously for 

the Jewish people, they were, after the destruction of the 

Second Temple, viewed with hostility, and this not only 

by the rest of the nation but also by the Pharisees. 

Consequently no one took the pains to preserve their 
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literature. The Tannaitic statement (Shabbat 13 b) that 

the Megillah was composed by Eleazar ben Hananiah, the 

well-known leader of the revolt against the Romans, shows 

that the Megillah is a remnant of a literature by the 

Revolutionary Party. 

The Jews, after the destruction of the Temple, paid no 

attention to the holidays (except Purim and Hanukkah) 

as the razson a’étre for celebrating them had ceased. It is 

true, we do find some discussion by the Tannaim and 

Amoraim concerning them, but they were purely of 

a theoretical nature, while the people in actual life knew 

nothing of them. 

While studying in Berlin in 1914, I worked out the 

major part of this treatise on the Megillah (and _ the 

Scholia). I take occasion now to express my thanks to 

Professors Elbogen and Taubler for their willingness to 

incorporate this stuay in the publications of the 

Lehranstalt fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums, but owing 

to the war this treatise was not published. 

While in the Dropsie College I revised and enlarged 

the treatise, but decided to omit the part dealing with the 

Scholia—changing my plan in this respect. I hepe, how- 

ever, on another occasion to treat of the value of the Talmud 

as a source for Jewish history, and then I shall have 

occasion to discuss these Scholia. 

As the book has been in the press for some years, I 

might have added further discussion on the interpretations 

of some of the data of the Megillah, but since my main 

concern was to throw light on the chronology employed 

by first and second Maccabees, Josephus and the Tannaim, 

I have preferred to leave things as they are, without any 

changes. I hope to have occasion to deal again with certain 

data, mentioned in the Megillah in another connexion. I 

greatly regret that at the present stage I cannot publish the 
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Appendices, as I had expected, but I hope they will appear 

in a separate volume under the following heads: Fasti 

Judaici, from 170 B.C.E.—70 C.E.; The Era Sel. in Josephus ; 

The Era of the Olympiad in Josephus; The Chronologies 

of the Hasmonean Dynasty, the Herodean Dynasty, and 

in the New Testament. 

For encouragement in this treatise, and in my research 

work in general I am greatly indebted to Dr. Cyrus Adler, 

President of the Dropsie College, and to Prof. Israél Lévi, 

Grand Rabbin de France. Many valuable suggestions have 

been given me by my friends, Professors Louis Ginzberg, 

Henry Malter, and Alexander Marx. 

This book I dedicate in memory of one of my earliest 

teachers, whose great enthusiasm for Jewish scholarship 

has been an influence in my life. 

I wish to express my thanks to Mr. A. Dembitz and 

Dr. A. Neuman for their kindness in reading through my 

manuscript, and helping me put it into idiomatic English, 

December, 1921. 
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Poet ΤΑΝ AS A. SOURCE FOR 

JEWISH CHRONOLOGY AND HISTORY IN 

THE HELLENISTIC AND ROMAN PERIODS 

CHAPTER’! 

ORIGIN OF THE MEGILLAT TAANIT. 

THE booklet, known as ‘ Megillat Taanit’, gives a list 

of those days whereon, by reason of certain events there- 

with associated, Jews are not to fast. In most cases, 

brief reference is made to the events that severally mark 

them, while in a few instances nothing is said save that 

‘it isa Yom Tob whereon we are not to fast’. These days 

were semi-holidays, and their events were recorded in 

special scrolls to remind the people of these semi-festivals, 

which, on the other hand, were not to be put on a plane 

with the holidays ordained in the Pentateuch. To these 

semi-festivals the book of Judith refers when it says, 

‘Judith fasted all these days of her widowhood except the 

eves of Sabbaths, the Sabbaths, the days before new moons, 

the new moons, the holidays and days of rejoicing for the 

house of Israel’, καὶ χαρμοσυνῶν οἴκου ᾿Ισραήλ (8.6). It 

may be assumed that the present Megillat Taanit is one 

of a series of scrolls which circulated among the Jews in 

ancient times, commemorating important events in Jewish 

history. Megillat Taanit may properly be called the 

Jewish monumentum aere perennius. 
Z. I B 
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It has no parallel] in Hebrew historical literature. It 

is not written in the narrative vein of the Books of the 

Maccabees, but consists of a series of unconnected events, 

which are arranged according to the Hebrew dates and 

divided according to the calendar into twelve chapters 

corresponding to the twelve Hebrew months from Nisan to 

Adar. 

The Megillah is written in Aramaic. In age, Megillat 

Taanit ranks next to the Scriptures and Sirach, and is 

accorded great authority by the Tannaim, similar to that 

of the old Baraitot.! It is cited in the Mishnah, with the 

expression 3n3.? Of all the feast-days recorded in the 

Scroll, few are still observed. The other festivals have sunk 

into oblivion. This was quite natural. Their origin, as we 

1 Mishnah Taanit II (15). 

2 It was considered of great authority by the sages of the Mishnah, 

so that the Tannaim of the first half of the second century were divided in 

their interpretation of it (Taanit, sj¢d. in the Mishnah). The Talmud Babli 

quotes the Megillah with the expression 2.2. Inthe Palestinian Talmud we 

find citations from the Megillah introduced by the expression 83M (Meg. 70 c). 

Incidentally it may be pointed out that the expression NJN is not neces- 

sarily an allusion tu Oral Law, but also to a written Law. The opinion 

that the Mishnah was not written down until the time of Rabbi Ashi, which 

is based on the use of NIN and 2) in connexion with Mishnah and 

Baraita, thus loses much of its strength. NIN was used in the Talmud in 

the same manner as 3D* and jpn in the Middle Ages. That the Mishnah 

was written down can be seen from the expression which the Amoraim 

employed when emending a passage in the Mishnah, viz. N7DNY) DN 

‘InP "ΠῚ, thus implying a defective text, whereas the earlier Tannaim, 

like Rabbi Tarphon, used the expression WYO) Yown pow, In the last 

mentioned case the word YW implies oral tradition. 

I wish to cal] attention here to a highly interesting variant which I found 

in a manuscript copy of the Tractate Abodah zarah (Spain, 1291) in the 

Jewish Theological Seminary of America. For yd in the printed 

edition, the manuscript reads N’IND SIND NI (nd) (Ab. zarah 8b). 

That the Mishnah was written down even before the time of Rabbi, I hope 

to demonstrate fully in a work on the History of the Oral Law. 
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shall see, was connected with the victories of the Jews over 

the Syrians in the Hasmonean period and over the Roman 

armies in the beginning of the ‘ War of Vespasian’. When, 

therefore, the Sanctuary was destroyed and Jewish indepen- 

dence lost, their razson d’étre was gone. Thus in the days 

of Rabbi Joshua, not long after the destruction of the 

Temple, we find that the people paid no attention to 

these holidays. They even fasted on Hanukkah (Rosh 

ha-Shanah 18b). And this is in agreement with the 

statement of Rabbi Jose: ‘Since the Temple is laid waste 

it is permissible to fast on the festive days which are 

enumerated in this Scroll’ bay ‘25 PAN OP ΦῚΡΙΠ ΠΣ Ps 

pad sin. However, these semi-holidays were not formally 

abrogated by the rabbis. They gradually disappeared 

from the practices of the people, and this led to the dis- 

cussion between Rab and Hanina, and their colleagues 

R. Johanan and R. Joshua ben Levi, as to whether the 

Yamim Tobim in the ‘ Megillah’ are abrogated.® 

In the course of this work it will be shown that the 

last event chronicled in our Megillah is.one which took 

place on the 17th of Adar, 66 c.E. After this, Vespasian 

overcame all resistance in Galilee, and with the conclusion 

of the war the Jewish people lost its autonomy. This 

accords well with the date and circumstances of its com- 

position which are preserved in a talmudic tradition. ‘It 

was written’, says the Talmud,* ‘by the colleagues of 

{R. Eleazar ben] Hanina ben Hezekiah ben Garon’, i.e. 

a few years before the destruction of the Second Temple. 

Eleazar was the leader of the Rebellion, whom Josephus 

charges with having incited the people against the Romans. 

3 Rosh ha-Shanah 18 b. 

4 Shabbat 13b. See the next note. 

B 2 
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His object in circulating this Scroll was to show to the 

people that if they were fully resolved to throw off the 

yoke of the Romans they had as great prospect of success 

as the Hasmoneans and their followers had of throwing 

off the yoke of the Syrians. 

This is corroborated by what the Talmud ® says. of its 

being compiled by tnyo) ΠΡ n [13 aby], 1.6. by Eleazar 
and his associates who were leaders of the party in favour 

of the war against the Romans. 

The name by which we are accustomed to designate 

this book—‘ Megillat Taanit ’—is indeed a misnomer, since 

it does not discuss Fasts; on the contrary,it points out certain 

days commemorative of joyful events and, declaring them 

‘Yom Tob’, prohibits fasting thereon. It seems to me 

that the name‘ Megillat Taanit’ is of a later date, belonging 

either to the talmudic or post-talmudic period. Originally 

this book appears to have been called simply ‘ Megillah’ 

(scroll or roll), and in this wise is referred to in the 

Mishnah. Thus in the Palestinian version of the Mishnah 

(Taanit 2) and in the Mishnah of Jerusalem (ed. W. H. 

Lowe, 1883) we meet with the expression ΠΌΝΟΣ ΊΠΣΠ by. 

This theory as to the original name of Megillat Taanit 

is corroborated through a scribal error which is revealed 

5 Shabbat 13b. According to the Scholiast, it was “Ἢ ὃν νυ 

yu ja MPN ja nan 13 are. In Halakot Gedolot, p. 615 (ed. 

Hildesheimer) it is stated that this Megillah was written by the elders of 

Bet Shammai and Bet Hillel 13 sry ΤΌΝ ΠΌΤΟΝ and on 
ypad yyw ἢ 132 APN 13 AIIN. See Derenbourg, Essat sur Phistoire 

et la géographse de la Palestine, Paris, 1867, note 1, and Graetz, Geschichte der 

Juden, 1115, part 2, p. 810. 

6 See Dikduke Soferim, Taanit, II, 1, and sbid., 17a where the manuscript 

reading of the Talmud Babli too is given as nd anan bs; the same 

is the reading of the Bodleian MS. Cf. also Tosefta (ed. Zuckermandel) 

Taanit 2,4: MDa paynsn Daw oO. 
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in the Munich MS. For Talmud Babli (Megillah 5b) 

~ which reads oY nx wy ΠΡΞῚΝ oY nx npn ΠΡΟΣ ans 

IN ND MY Wy Avon, the Munich MS. reads “nods nd303 

wy AION OY NN AwWY AyIAN OW ΠΝ. This is a palpable error, 

since the passage, ‘ The fourteenth and fifteenth are N12 ‘DY’, 

is not quoted from the biblical scroll of Esther, but from 

the so-called ‘Megillat Taanit’. This error is best ex- 

plained by the assumption that the original text of the 

copyist read bina, which, owing to the context, he assumed, 

referred to the well-known biblical Scroll of Esther. 

Besides the Aramaic text of the Megillah, there exists 

also a running commentary, or scholia, in Mishnic Hebrew, 

explaining the events which are mentioned in the Megillah. 

These scholia, all commentators are agreed, are not earlier 

than the Talmudic period.*. That we cannot rely on the 

scholiast where he gives us what purports to be the his- 

torical cause® will be fully demonstrated in the course of 

this study. 

7 Weiss, Dor Dor we Dorshaw, II, p. xxv. 

8 Wellhausen, Pharisder und Sadducder, pp. 56-63. 
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CH ATE 1} 

CHRONOLOGY IN MACCABEES I AND II. 

A CURSORY examination of the Megillah reveals clearly 

that some of the events which are there referred to belong 

to the Maccabean period, and some are connected with 

the Great Revolt. The Books of the Maccabees and the 

works of Josephus are therefore the primary sources upon 

which the student must rely in order to determine the true 

character of the dates and events which are mentioned in 

the Megillah. Unfortunately, however, the dates mentioned 

in these books are based on different systems of chronology 

and cannot be readily identified. Before we can solve the 

many perplexing identifications of the dates of the Megillah, 

we shall therefore have to examine critically the respective 

chronological systems of the first and second Books of the 

Maccabees and of the Bellam [udaicum. 

It is well known that there exists a discrepancy of one 

year between the First and Second Book of Maccabees.® 

In both books of Maccabees the chronology is apparently 

based on the Seleucid era. In 1 Macc. (1. 10) this 1s 

9 According to 1 Macc., Antiochus Eupator laid siege to Jerusalem in 

the year 150 (6. 20-61; cp. 7. 1), while according to 2 Macc. (13. 1), this 

siege and the peace were in the year 149. Similarly, according to 1 Macc. 

(6. 16) Antiochus IV died in 149, while according to 2 Macc. (9. 28) he 

died in 148. (Compare 2 Macc. 11 which contains the letters of Antiochus 

Eupator to the Jews; while the letter in which reference is made to 

the recent death of his father (Antiochus IV) contains no date, still the 

presumption is that like the others, which are dated, it was written in 148.) 
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clearly: Ἀντίοχος ᾿Επιφανής, vids Ἀντιόχου βασιλέως, ὃς 

ἣν ὅμηρα ἐν τῇ Ῥώμῃ, καὶ ἐβασίλευσεν ἐν ἔτει ἑκα- 

τοστῷ καὶ τριακοστῷ καὶ ἑβδόμῳ βασιλείας “Ελλήνων. 

The current opinion is that the chronology of 1 Maccabees 

takes as its starting-point Nisan 312 B.c.E., while that of 

2 Maccabees starts from Tishri 311 B.C. Ε. The view 

that 1 Maccabees reckons the beginning of the Seleucid 

era from the spring of 312 is of course at variance with the 

established fact that the Seleucid era dates from the fall 

of 312 B.C.E."' Nevertheless, this theory was forced upon 

scholars by the following circumstantial evidence. Ac- 

cording to 1 Macc. (6. 20, cp. 7. 1) Antiochus V and Lysias 

with their army besieged the Temple mount in 150 A.S., 

and it is further explained that the Jews were at great 

disadvantage in the siege, having naught to eat by reason 

of that being the sabbatical year (ὅτι σάββατον ἢν TH YH... 

διὰ τὸ ἕβδομον Eros εἶναι, 6. 49-53). Now, the sabbatical 

10 See Joseph Scaliger, Opus de Emendatione Temporum, lib. V ; 

Dionysius Petavius, De Doctrina Temp., lib. 11; Usher, Annal. Veteris et 

Novi Testamenti, 11, London, 1654; Noris, Epoch. Syromac., p. 75, 1606 ; 

Erasmus Froelich, Annales Compendiarii Regum et rerum Syriae, Pro- 

legomena, Vienna, 1754; Ideler, Handbuch der Chronologie, 1, pp. 531-4; 

Berlin, 1825; Schiirer, Geschichte, 32-40. Unger, ‘ Die Seleukidenara der 

Makkabdaerbiicher’ (Siteungsberichte der Philos.-Philol.-Hist. Ci. der k. ὃ. 

Akademie der Wiss. zu Miinchen, 1895) thinks that the chronology of 

1 and 2 Maccabees takes as.its terminus a quo the spring of 311 B.c. See 

also Gilbert, ‘Mémoire sur la chronologie de l’histoire des Machabées’ 

(Mémoires de 1 Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, XXVI, 1759) ; 

Clinton, Fasti Hellenic’, 111, pp. 370-7. According to him the era in both 

books starts from the autumn of 312 B.c. 

11 This is also the opinion expressed by Prideaux, Connexion, I, Ὁ. 514-15, 

‘The first book begins the years of this era from the spring, but the 

second begins them from the autumn; and so did the Syrians, Arabs, and 

Jews, and all others that anciently did or now do use this era’. It is very 

strange that the author of the first book of Maccabees should have computed 

this era by a method different even from his own countrymen, the Jews. 
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year was from Tishri 1, 164 B.C. E. to Tishri 1, 163." 

Hence if the chronology of 1 Maccabees took Tishri of 

312 as its starting-point, then 150 A.S. corresponded with 

Tishri 163 to Tishri 162, and the year of the siege which 

was 150 A.S. could not have been a sabbatical year. If, 

on the other hand, it is assumed that the chronology of 

1 Maccabees takes Nisan (312) as its starting-point, then 

150 A.S. corresponds to the period from Nisan 163 B.C.E. 

until Nisan 162 B.C.E., and the summer of 163 B.C.E, 

actually falls in the sabbatical year. Thus the siege can 

be definitely placed in that summer.}% 

The chronology of 2 Maccabees is postponed one year 

beyond that of 1 Maccabees. If 1 Maccabees reckons its 

era from Nisan 312, then the chronology of 2 Maccabees 

must have begun from 211 B.C.E. This era, however, 

could not have started from the spring of 311, but from the 

autumn of 311, as is clearly proved from the letters of 

Antiochus V (2 Macc. 11. 17-33). One of these letters 

is dated in the month of Dioscurus of the year 148, while 

another of later date is marked Xanthicus of the year 

148—which shows that the era of the chronology of 

2 Maccabees did not begin from the spring, Xanthicus, but 

from the autumn—i.e. Tishri 311 B.C. E.™* 

This theory, however, is not acceptable. For among 

the Jews, the beginning of the civil year was always 

reckoned not from Nisan, but from Tishri. Thus the 

tradition was fixed Ὁ mown ὉΝῚ ‘wna InN. ‘from the 

first day of Tishri, the beginning of the year is reckoned.’ 1ὅ 

12 Schiirer, ἢ. 5.) p. 35; see also below, chap. III. 

18 Schiirer, /. ¢., p. 214. About the other difficulties see below, note 27. 

14 See further Ideler, Handbuch, ibid. 

15 Rosh ha-Shanah, p. 2. Josephus (1 have employed Niese’s edition 

throughout) likewise tells us that with respect to months, holidays, and 
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The former theory could only with difficulty be reconciled 

with the chronography of 1 Maccabees. For according to 

I Macc. 16. 14, Simon the Hasmonean was killed in the 

year 177 A.S.in the month of Shebat. Now if the Seleucid 

era in 1 Maccabees began from Nisan 312 B.C., then the 

month in which Simon was killed would fall in the year 

135 B.C.E.; the year 177 extending from Nisan 136 to 

Nisan 135. But according to the account of Josephus 

(Ant. XIII, 8. 1-2, cp. XIII, 7. 4) the year after Simon’s 

death was a sabbatical year, and that sabbatical year was 

Tishri 136 to Tishri 1935. Again, according to this theory, 

the siege of Jerusalem by Antiochus V, which, according 

to 1 Maccabees, occurred in 150 A. 8. and which is described 

as a sabbatical year, must be dated in the summer of 

163 B.C.E. (cp. above, p. 8), and this is opposed by the 

Megillah which, if our interpretation is correct, dates the 

raising of this siege specifically on the 28th of Shebat (see 

below, chap. IX, No. VIII, p. 81). 

I venture to suggest a new solution to the chronological 

difficulties of 1 Maccabees. The reckoning of the Seleucid 

era has its origin, as is well known, in the victory gained 

by Seleucus over Demetrius near Gaza, at which time the 

Seleucid dynasty was founded. That battle was fought in 

the summer of 312 B.C.E., for in the words of Josephus 

festivals, Moses commanded that the year should be counted from Nisan 

(spring), but in connexion with matters of business and general afiairs, the 

year should be counted from Tishri. Anf#t. I, 3. 3 Συνέβη δὲ τοῦτο τὸ πάθος 

κατὰ τὸ ἑξακοσιοστὸν ἔτος ἤδη Νωέον τῆς ἀρχῆς, ἐν μηνὶ δευτέρῳ, Δίῳ μὲν ὑπὸ 

Μακεδόνων λεγομένῳ, Μαρσουάνῃ δ᾽ ὑπὸ Ἑβραίων" οὕτω γὰρ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ τὸν 

ἐνιαυτὸν ἦσαν διατεταχότες. Μωυσῆς δὲ τὸν Νισᾶν, ὅς ἐστι Ξανθικός, μῆνα 

πρῶτον ἐπὶ ταῖς ἑορταῖς ὥρισε κατὰ τοῦτον ἐξ Αἰγύπτου τοὺς Ἑβραίους προαγαγών. 

οὗτος δ᾽ αὐτῷ καὶ πρὸς ἁπάσας τὰς εἰς τὸ θεῖον τιμὰς ἦρχεν. ἐπὶ μέντοι γε πράσεις 

καὶ ὠνὰς καὶ τὴν ἄλλην διοίκησιν τὸν πρῶτον κόσμον διεφύλαξε. 

16 Schiirer, I, p. 35; see also below, chap. III. 
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(Contra Apionem, I, 22, 184), following Castor, this battle 

took place in the eleventh year after Alexander died— 

ἑνδεκάτῳ μὲν ἔτει τῆς ἀλεξάνδρου τελευτῆς, . .. ὡς ἱστορεῖ 

Κάστωρ. <Aiexander the Great died in May or June 

323 B.C.E." and the eleventh year closed, then, in the 

latter part of May or June 312 B.c. E18 All the cities in 

the countries around the Holy Land adopted the year 

of the battle, which established the rule of the Seleucids 

as a new era, but fixed the beginning of the year according 

to the traditional New Year season which prevailed 

in the respective countries. For instance, in Damascus 

they counted the years of the Seleucid era from the spring 

of 312 B.C. E., as can be seen by their coins; 1° while other 

cities counted their era from Hyperberetaeus or from 

Dius.*° It was quite natural, therefore, for the Jews, too, 

when they adopted this era to arrange it in accordance 

with their traditional New Year and their methods of 

calendrical calculations. The interval from the coronation 

of the king until Nisan was counted as year one of his 

reign; and from that Nisan to the next Nisan as year 

17 Clinton, Fasti Hellenict, 11, p. 176. 

18 Droysen, Geschichte des Hellenismus, II, p. 45. 

19 Schiirer, I, 37. 

20 Ideler, /. c., I, 413-37. Many cities under Roman influence began 

their years in the Seleucid era from the month of January. Wieseler, 

Chronologtsche Synopse, p. 452. According to Droysen, Geschichte des Hel- 

lenismus, Ill, pp. 364, 91, Eusebius, while dating from the origin of 

the Seleucide dynasty, in effect puts it January 312 B.c. Unger, Die 

Seleukidendra der Makkabderbiicher, l.c., pp. 300-16, thinks that many 

cities counted their years from October 313, and so likewise Porphyry 

reckoned the years of Olympiads—not from the month of July 776 B.c., 

which was the first Olympiad, but from Dius 777 8.c. (Unger, /. ¢., p. 300) ; 

and so does Josephus reckon the years in connexion with Olympiads in his 

Antiquities. See more about this below, chap. IV, pp. 42-4. 
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two.) Anniversaries and births which were dated not 

from Nisan but from Tishri” illustrate the same principle. 

If, for example, a person was born in the course of the 

year, the rest of that year up to Tishri was considered 

the first year of his life; from that Tishri to the next 

Tishri his second year.’ 

When, therefore, the Jews adopted the calendar of the 

Seleucidean era, they moulded it to their view-point ; that 

is to say, the New Year date was retained as the first of 

Tishri, but Tishri 312 B.C. Ε. marked the beginning of the 

second year of the newly-established era, the interval from 

the summer when the battle of Gaza was fought until 

Tishri 312 B.C.E. being counted as year one of the era. 

1 Maccabees, written for Jews, in Hebrew and* in 

Palestine, used the chronology of Judea,. Thus we can now 

harmonize the date of Simon’s death, given in 1 Maccabees, 

as 177 A.S., with the account of Josephus describing the 

year following Simon's death as a sabbatical year. For 

Shebat 177 A.S. corresponds to Shebat 136 B.C.E., while 

the sabbatical year began on the following New Year, 

Tishri 136 B.C. E.” Likewise, the date of the Megillah, 

which places the siege of Antiochus V in the winter 

months,” becomes tenable; for the year 150 A.S. corre- 

*1 Rosh ha-Shanah τὸ b. 

22 Rosh ha-Shanah, Mishnah, Jerushalmi, ibid. 56b. See also above, note 15. 

This is what the Talmud says: sty bx 3 Syanb D3 Sew ‘O5n, 

thid., 12a. ‘ They counted the years of the successive generations from the 

month of Tishri according to R. Eliezer, who said that the world was created 

in Tishri.? See Rapoport, ‘Evek Millin, p. 92. 

23 Midrash rabba Num. I. 

24 Hieronymi Opera .. . Praefatio in lib. Samuel, p. 459, Venetiis, 1770: 

‘Machabaeorum primum librum Hebraicum reperi, secundus Graecus est 

quod ex ipsa quoque φράσει probari potest’. 

25 See below, chap. III. *6 See below, No. VIII. 
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sponds to 164-163 B.C.E. which was a full sabbatical 

year.?” 

37 See below, chap. ill. The difficulties which caused scholars to deny 

that the chronology in 1 Maccabees is based on the year beginning in autumn, 

prove groundless on closer scrutiny. Let us examine them: 

(1) According to 1 Mace. 7. 1 Demetrius became king in 151 a.s. From 

ἡ. 43... we learn that Nicanor was killed on the 13th of Adar. The year 

of his death is not recorded specifically, but it was no doubt 151, as further 

on (9. 3) it says that when Demetrius heard that Nicanor was killed, he 

dispatched a great army against Judea in the first month, in the year 

152 a.s. And so, according to their understanding of the matter, the 

chronology of r Maccabees does not reckon the year from the autumn ; for 

the interval between the death of Nicanor until the time that Demetrius 

heard the astounding news, would be very long, whereas other things point 

to its having been quite short. Consequently they adopt the view that this 

chronology deals with a year that began in the spring and that Nicanor was 

killed in Adar 151 a.s., and that in Nisan ‘the first month of 152 a.s.’, 

Demetrius received the news. 

But, as I have said above, the chronology of 1 Maccabees is really based 

on the Judean chronology, i.e. that in which the year began in autumn 

(Tishri), though the months are numbered from Nisan. That the months 

were so counted is proved by 1 Macc. 16. 14, where it is stated that Simon 

was killed in the eleventh month, ‘the same is the month Shebat’. 

The month of Adar in which Nicanor was killed does not belong to the winter 

of 151A4.s., butto the winter of 152 Α. s.,and isin our notation Adar of 161 B.c. E. 

The month in which Demetrius heard the report was, indeed, Nisan (WN) 

nmnwn wind) in the year 152 a.s. This (corresponding to I61 B.C.E.) 

was a leap year, immediately succeeding the post-sabbatical year (150 a. 5. 

was sabbatic), since neither in a sabbatic nor in a post-sabbatic year was 

intercalation of a month permitted (see below, p. 26 and note 62). The 

intercalation of Adar II quite well explains how so early as Nisan, Demetrius 

could receive complete official reports and absolute verification of what 

happened to Nicanor on the 13th of Adar; eight weeks had elapsed (see 

also Grimm, Exegetisches Handbuch su I. Macc. p. 118. 

(2) According to 1 Macc. 10. 1, Alexander Balas became king in 160 A.S., 

and after informing us that he (the king) sent friendly messages to Jonathan 

and appointed him High Priest, the writer goes on to say (10. 21) that 

Jonathan put on the priestly garments in the feast of Tabernacles in the 

year 160 4.S., from which they deduce: If in the chronology of 1 Maccabees 

years were reckoned from the autumn, how was it possible for Jonathan’s 
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This theory is further corroborated in the account of 

Antiochus IV as it is given in 1 Maccabees, where he is 

said to have become king in the year 137 Α. 5.23 This, 

according to the general notion, was 176-175 B.C. He is 

said to have died in 149 A.S.,2% i.e. 164-163 B.C. But 

as Niese®° has well shown, this Antiochus, according to 

Eusebius, became king in Olymp. 151, 2, i.e. 175-174, and 

died in Olymp. 153, 4, i.e. 165-164. This, also according 

to Jerome, is the chronology of Eusebius.*! Niese further- 

more has clearly shown that the death of Antiochus IV 

must have been 165 B.C.E.,°* for Polybius ** says (Book 

XXXI, chap. 12) that when upon the receipt at Rome of 

the intelligence of Antiochus IV’s death, and of his son's 

ascending the throne, senators were sent as delegates to 

Antioch, Cn. Octavius (consul in 165 B.C.) was at their 

action on the feast of Tabernacles to occur in the same year as the action of 

Alexander Balas, which preceded it by less than a month ? 

This second objection loses its weight, as we have good reason to doubt 

whether 160 belongs to that part of the narrative where the feast of 

Tabernacles is brought in, and good reason to believe that it-crept in through 

misunderstanding of a scribe. For in the Lucianic recension we find in 

Io. 21 no mention of 160 a.s. or any other year (see ed. Charles, l.c.) ; 

Josephus, likewise, makes no mention of the year 160 Α. 5. in his narrative 

of the investiture of Jonathan on the Feast of Tabernacles. (Anéig. XIII, 

2. I and 3.) 

ae RM: 1480: 39) 7; 4-6. 16. 

80 Niese, ‘Kritik der beiden Makkabderbiicher’, Hermes, XX XV, 1900, 

p- 494, and id., Geschichte der griechischen und macedonischen Staaten, III, 

p. 218. See also Abrahams, ‘ Niese on the books of the Maccabees’, JOR., 

XIII, pp. 508-19. 

$1 Hieronymus, VIII, pp. 567-71 ; Eusebius, Chron., ed. Schoene. 

82 Niese placed the death of Antiochus IV in the winter of 165 B.C. E, 

See Geschichte, III, p. 218, note 7 and his Kritik der Makkabderbiicher, 

Ρ- 495-6. 
88 Polyb. Histor. XXXI (frag. 12) εὐθέως γὰρ καταστήσαντες πρεσβευτὰς 

τοὺς περὶ Γνάιον ᾿Οκταούιον καὶ Σπόριον Λοκρήτιον καὶ Λεύκιον (1075). 



14 MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 

head.** Neither the theory that 1 Maccabees dates the 

beginning of the Seleucidean era from Tishri 312 or from 

Nisan 312 (according to the generally accepted view), 

would square with the date of Antiochus’s death in 165- 

164 B.C.E. On the other hand, according to the theory 

which I have proposed, counting Tishri 1, 312 B.C. E. as 

the beginning of the second year, the year 149 assigned 

as the date of Antiochus’s death, corresponds to 165-164 

B.C. E. as given in Eusebius and corroborated by Polybius.*® 

84 Niese, 1, c.; Zumpt, Annales, p. 94; Clinton, Fasti Hellenic, 111, 

p. 84. 

35 At first glance Eusebius’s statement that Antiochus IV reigned eleven 

years, does not seem to square with 1 Maccabees, where he is said to have 

reigned from 137 to 149. This is easily explained, however, by Eusebius’s 

method of counting only complete years, while 1 Maccabees counted from 

his ascending the throne until he died. As Appian says (Syriaka 66): 

Σελεύκου μὲν ἔτεσι δώδεκα, ampaxtws ἅμα καὶ ἀσθενῶς διὰ τὴν τοῦ πατρὸς 

συμφοράν, ᾿Αντιόχου δὲ δώδεκα οὐ πλήρεσιν.. . . and upon Appian’s words we 

can place more reliance, since he preceded Eusebius a considerable time, 

and undoubtedly had authorities for what he said. That Eusebius counted 

only the whole years of kings’ reigns we can see also from the case of 

Alexander. According to his chronicles Alexander the Great ruled only 

twelve years, whereas in fact he ruled more than that—his reign lasted 

twelve years and eight months. Says Arrian (VII, 28): ἐβασίλευσε δὲ δώδεκα 

ἔτη καὶ τοὺς ὀκτὼ μῆνας τούτους. See Clinton, Fasti Hellenic, 11, p. 176, 

Oxford, 1841. 

Unger, as we have already remarked in note τὸ, thinks that the 

chronology of 1 Maccabees began with the spring of 311 B.c. E. because, 

according to 1 Macc. (1. 20), Antiochus returned from Egypt in the year 

143 A.S., and this according to the general impression corresponded to 

170-69 B.C. Ε. Indeed, Antiochus IV was in Palestine in the summer of 

169 B.c.E. Therefore, according to Unger’s view, if we say that the 

chronology of 1 Maccabees starts from the spring of 311 B.c., the 143rd 

year must be from the spring of 169 to the spring of 168 B.c. But Schiirer 

(Geschichte, p. 38, note 7) truly points out that Antiochus IV was not only 

once but several times in Egypt (see also Wilcken in Pauly-Wissowa’s Real- 

Enc., 11, 2470-6, and Clinton, Fast’ Hel. 111, pp. 317-29). In my opinion, 

Unger is correct in thinking that Antiochus was in Egypt in the summer of 
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We are now in a position better to understand the 

chronology of Book 11.388. The difference between the 

respective chronologies of these two books arises out of 

the circumstances in which these two books were written. 

Whereas 1 Maccabees, as stated above, was written for 

Jews and in Hebrew, 2 Maccabees was plainly an apologetic 

work written for the Jews in Egypt, being merely an 

epitome of the larger Greek work of Jason. As the author 

stated himself: τὰ ὑπὸ ᾿Ιάσωνος τοῦ Κυρηναίου δεδηλωμένα 

διὰ πέντε βιβλίων, πειρασόμεθα δι᾽ ἑνὸς συντάγματος ἐπι- 

τεμεῖν (2. 23). 

It is but natural therefore that the chronology of 

2 Maccabees is not that of the Jews (in Palestine) but the 

chronology which was current throughout Hellenistic Syria 

and Egypt, which dated the beginning of the Seleucid era 

from the autumn of 312 B.C.E. Consequently, the Seleucidean 

era of 2 Maccabees appears one full year less than that of 

1 Maccabees, though they record the same event. The 

calendrical year among the Jews began in Tishri (cp. above, 

p. 8). It was but natural therefore to retain this New Year 

in the adopted Seleucidean era. According to another 

principle of calendrical calculation, which applied to the 

political as well as the civil calendar, a fractional year was 

considered a year. Thus the year 149, which according 

169 B.C.E. This follows from Livy XLIV, chap. II, 5. But this was not, 

as Unger supposes, the first invasion of Egypt, but the second. Thus 

2 Macc. (5. 1-21) alludes to it by saying that Antiochus IV captured Jerusalem 

the second time when he returned from Egypt, i.e. 169-8. Similarly 1 Macc. 

(1. 29-54) states that Antiochus IV captured Jerusalem for the second time 

two years after his first capture of the city on his return from Egypt in the 

143rd year a.S. (171-70), i.e. in the year 145 A.s. (169-8). See further on 

this matter, below, ch. IV, the discussion of the chronology of the Books 

of the Maccabees. 

36 See above, note 9. 
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to 1 Maccabees was the year when Antiochus IV died, 

is the same as 148 of 2 Macc. g and 11.*7 

87 Vainly did Niese strive to show (γε der beiden Makkabderbiicher) 

that 2 Maccabees is more historical than 1 Maccabees, from the fact that 

2 Maccabees places Antiochus’s death in 148 a.s., which according to the 

commonly accepted view equals 165-4 B.c., whereas 1 Maccabees puts his 

death in 149 A.s., which by that view would equal 164-3, and this would 

be contrary to fact. As I have demonstrated, however, there is no historical 

difference between the two books in their dating of the death of the fourth 

Antiochus. See, also, the review by Israel Lévi in REJ., 1901, pp. 222-30, 

and Wellhausen in Nachrichten der Kgl. Ges, d. Wiss. 2u Gottingen, 1905, 

pp. 117-63. 
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ἜΠΙΑΣΕ Rs ΠῚ 

THE ORDER OF THE SABBATICAL CYCLES. 

THE theory which we have advanced above regarding 

the Seleucid era as it was known among the Palestinian 

Jews and as it was used in 1 Maccabees, finds striking 

corroboration in the various references to the sabbatical 

cycles which are found in 1 Maccabees, Josephus, and in 

the Talmud, and which have hitherto been considered 

contradictory and conflicting. Despite the diverse nature 

of these sources it will be found that the sabbatical years 

to which they allude, and which belong to wholly different 

periods, all harmonize with each other if we calculate the 

Seleucid era in 1 Maccabees according to our theory. 

Abundant references to the sabbatical institution as it 

existed in the Second Commonwealth occur in early Jewish 

literature. The year of Release naturally began in the 

Fall and not in the Spring, when the seed was already sown 

and the trees planted. The crucial problem is to determine 

in what years of a general era the sabbatical cycles began 

and ended. The following passages furnish the chief 

evidence by which the dating of the sabbatical cycle may 

be computed : 

(1) In 1 Maccabees we are told that the year 150 A. 8. 

was a sabbatical year.** 

(2) From Josephus we learn that the year after the 

assassination of Simon the Hasmonean was a sabbatical 

year.** The assassination having taken place according 

88 Macc. 6. 20-54; Ant. XII, 9, 5. 89 Ant. XIII, 8. 1. 

La (e: 
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to 1 Maccabees in Shebat 177 A.S.,*° the following year 

was 178 Α. 8. 

(3) Likewise we find in Josephus that the capture of 

Jerusalem by Herod and Sosius was in a sabbatical year.*! 

This event is dated Olympiad 185 in the consulate of 

Marcus Agrippa and Caninius Gallus. 

(4) Finally, according to tannaitic authority the de- 

struction of the Second Temple was in a post-sabbatical 

year.” 

When ‘subjected to a critical examination, however, the 

testimony of these sources does not seem to tally. It has 

already been pointed out above that according to the 

generally favoured theory the Seleucid era of 1 Maccabees 

is to be dated from Nisan 312 B.c.E. The statement (1) 

that the year 150 A.S. was a sabbatical year contradicts 

the statement (2) of Josephus that the year following the 

death of Simon was a sabbatical year (cp. above, p. 11). 

As to the capture of Jerusalem by Herod and Sosius, 

the consulate of Marcus Agrippa and Caninius Gallus 

establishes it as having fallen in 37 B.C.E., and we are 

further informed by Josephus that the sabbatical year 

overlapped the time of the siege and continued for a period 

following the fall of the city, which occurred on a fast 

day (Anz, XIV, 16.3; XV, 1. 2). The fast day to which 

Josephus alludes here is taken by some scholars to refer 

to the Day of Atonement, and consequently the capture 

of Jerusalem by Herod and Sosius is definitely dated by 

these as Tishri 10, 37 B.c.E.*% This date is impossible, 

40 τ Macc. 16. 14. 41 Ant. XIV, 16. 2. 

42 Seder Olam Raba, XXX; Talmud Taanit 29 a. 

48 Van der Chijs, de Herode Magno, pp. 35-41; Ewald, Geschichte des 

Volkes Israel, 1V; Lewin, Fasti Sacri, p. 59; Gardthausen, dugustus 
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however, for one sabbatical year could not overlap the old 

and the new year, which terminate and begin respectively 

on the first day of Tishri. Besides, if the sabbatieal year 

is assumed to have fallen in 164-163 B.C. E., then the year 

38-37 was a sabbatical year, whereas, according to the 

above interpretation, it would be necessary to assume that 

it occurred in 37-36 B.C.E., if, as Josephus has it, the 

sabbatical year continued after the capture of Jerusalem. 

Most of the later scholars, on the other hand, date 

this capture of Jerusalem in the middle of the summer, 

37 B.C.E.4* This accords well with the calculation that 

the sabbatical year was 38-37 B.C.E., and also with the 

statement that the sabbatical year overlapped the time 

of the siege and the period following the capture of the 

city. But this date of the capture of Jerusalem fixes the 

beginning of Herod’s rule in the summer of 37 B.C. E., and 

in this connexion a later passage relating to Herod’s reign 

obviously contradicts the calculation of the sabbatical 

cycle. Thus, Josephus states that in the thirteenth year 

of Herod’s reign there was a famine in Palestine, and also 

the seed that they sowed that year yielded no fruit the 

second year.*® Now the thirteenth year of Herod’s reign, 

counting Nisan as the ‘New Year for Kings’, corresponds 

to Nisan 25-24 B.C.E. But according to the above calcu- 

und seine Zeit, and ‘Die Eroberung Jerusalems durch Herodes’, Rhein. 

Museum, 1895, pp. 311-14; Unger, /.c., pp. 273-77; Kellner, Katholik, Il, 

1887, pp. 118-21. 

44 Herzfeld, ‘Wann war die Eroberung Jerusalems durch Pompejus, 

und wann die durch Herodes?’ Monatsschrift f. Gesch. u. Wissensoh. des 

Judenth., 1855, pp. 109-15; Kromayer, ‘ Die Eroberung Jerusalems durch 

Herodes’, Hermes, XXIX (1894), pp. 563-71; Graetz, Geschichte, III, 

p. 196 ; Hitzig, Geschichte, 11, 532. 

45 Ant. XV,9, 1; comp. XV, 9, 2; Schiirer, I, p. 367. 
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lation of the sabbatical cycles, the winter of 24 B.C. E. was 

a sabbatical year and cannot be reconciled with the state- 

ment that seed was sown that year.*® 

As to the tannaitic reference to the sabbatical year 

preceding the destruction of the Temple, i.e. 68-69 C.E., 

this accords well with the previous calculation of the 

sabbatical cycles on the basis of 1 Maccabees. But the . 

reliability of this statement too was challenged by critics 

who oppose to it the statement of Josephus that Simon 

the Zealot, in the winter of 68-69 C.E. (cp. Bell. Zud. IV, 

g. 7 and 12), fell upon Idumea with his army like a host 

of locusts, wasting the land and consuming all that grew 

in the country. Thus it appears that the Idumeans who 

observed the Jewish laws since the time of Hyrcanus I did 

not observe this year as a sabbatical year.*” 

These seemingly insurmountable difficulties in the way 

of establishing the sabbatical cycle may be cleared by 

a careful investigation of each passage, provided that our 

theory of the Seleucid era in 1 Maccabees is presupposed. 

Thus we have already shown that, according to our theory, 

the year foliowing the death of Simon, which is dated 

Shebat 177 A.S., was 136-135 B.C.E., which harmonizes 

with the dating of 150 A.S., or 164-163 B.C.E. as the 

sabbatical year (see above, p. 9). As to the difficulties 

which are raised by the passage in Josephus relating to the 

capture of Jerusalem by Herod and Sosius, it is crucial 

first to establish critically the month and the year in which 

this event took place. Neither the date of the summer 

of 37 B.C.E. nor of Tishri of that year is acceptable. The 

former implies that by the solemnity of the fast Josephus 

referred to the sabbath. This is conceivable as regards 

46 Unger, /.c., pp. 278-80. 47 See also Unger, /. c., 280-1. 
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Dio, the pagan, but not Josephus the Jew.*® The latter 

date is inherently contradictory, as has already been pointed 

out, for the sabbatical year could not extend both prior to 

and after Tishri. Another date must therefore be estab- 

lished in order to render this passage in Josephus in any 

way intelligible. 

The statement of Josephus reads: ‘The destruction 

befell the city of Jerusalem when Marcus Agrippa and 

Caninius Gallus were consuls at Rome, in the hundred and 

eighty-fifth Olympiad, on the third month, on the solemnity 

of the fast’. Τοῦτο τὸ πάθος συνέβη τῇ “Ιεροσολυμιτῶν 

πόλει ὑπατεύοντος ἐν Ῥώμῃ Μάρκου Ἀγρίππα καὶ Κανιδίου 

(Κανινίου) Γάλλου ἐπὶ τῆς ἑκατοστῆς ὀγδοηκοστῆς καὶ 

πέμπτης ὀλυμπιάδος τῷ τρίτῳ μηνὶ τῇ ἑορτῇ τῆς νηστείας 

(Ant. XIV, 16.4). Now Dio Cassius, in describing the 

same event, refers it to the time of the Consuls Claudius 

and Norbanus.*® Evidently there is a contradiction between 

48 See Herzfeld, /.c., p. 112. Strabo (born 60-55 B.c.£.) tells us that 

Jerusalem was taken by Pompey on a fast day—y τῆς νηστείας ἡμέραν .--- 

Reinach, Jextes, p. 103. Dio misunderstood and substituted sabbath day 

(ἐν τῇ τοῦ Κρόνου ἡμέρᾳ) (Dio, XX XVII, 15, 16). Some Roman historians 

were of the opinion that the sabbath was a fast day to the Jews, which we 

also find in a letter by Augustus. ‘ Ne Iudaeus quidem, mi Tiberi, tam 

diligenter sabbatis ieiunium servat quam ego hodie servavi’ (Suetonius, 

Augusius, 76), and the same opinion is expressed by Pompeius Trogus, 

‘Septimum diem more gentis sabbata appellatum in omne aevum ieiunio 

sacrant’ (Reinach, Jextes, p. 254), and also Petronius is under the same 

impression : ‘et non ieiunia sabbata lege premet’ (Reinach, Textes, p. 266). 

On the other hand Josephus nowhere states that the sabbath was a fast day 

to the Jews. “Also Tacitus is silent on this matter; ‘septimo die otium 

placuisse ferunt, quia is finem laborum tulerit’ (Reinach, /.¢, p. 305), 

apparently unaware of Sabbath being a fast day. 

49 Dio, XLIX, 22-3 Γάιος δὲ δὴ Σόσσιος γὴν Gpagv τῆς τε Συρίας καὶ τῆς 

Κιλικίας παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ [Antony] λαβὼν τούς τε ᾿Αραδίους πολιορκηθέντας τε μέχρι 

τότε καὶ λιμῷ καὶ νόσῳ ταλαιπωρηθέντας ἐχειρώσατο καὶ τὸν ᾿Αντίγονου τοὺς 
ΞΕ ; , , Sy. : 

φρουροὺς τοὺς παρ᾽ ἑαυτῷ τῶν Ῥωμαίων ὄντας ἀποκτείναντα μάχῃ τε ἐνίκησε, καὶ 
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the two historians. The consulate of Agrippa and Gallus 

was in 37 B.C.E., 717 A.U.C., while that of Claudius and 

Norbanus was in 38 B.C. E., 716 A.U.C. Choosing between 

these two sources, Clinton rejected the testimony of Josephus 

in favour of Dio, and consequently placed the capture of 

Jerusalem in December 38 B.c.E.°° Thus the capture of 

Jerusalem would fall properly in the sabbatical year 38-37 

B.C.E., and the month is preceded as well as followed by 

the sabbatical season. But this theory entirely invalidates 

the testimony of Josephus, and what is more, it does not 

explain the allusion to the fast-day. 

It is my opinion that the difference between the two 

accounts in Josephus and Dio respectively does not represent 

a contradiction in fact, but merely a difference in their 

respective methods of reckoning the consulate. Dio reckons 

the consulate from the date that the Consuls enter into 

office. According to Varo, the term of the Roman consuls 

at this time began in March.®! Josephus, on the other 

hand, employed the Macedonian calendar, in which calendar 

καταφυγόντα és τὰ Ἱεροσόλυμα πολιορκίᾳ κατεστρέψατο. πολλὰ μὲν δὴ καὶ δεινὰ 

καὶ οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι τοὺς Ῥωμαίους ἔδρασαν (τὸ yap τοι γένος αὐτῶν θυμωθὲν πικρό- 

τατόν ἐστι), πολλῷ δὲ δὴ πλείω αὐτοὶ ἔπαθον, ἑάλωσαν μὲν γὰρ πρότεροι μὲν of 

ὑπὲρ τοῦ τεμένους τοῦ θεοῦ ἀμυνόμενοι, ἔπειτα δὲ καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι ἐν τῇ τοῦ Κρόνου 

καὶ τότε ἡμέρᾳ ὠνομασμένῃ. καὶ τοσοῦτόν γε τῆς θρησκείας αὐτοῖς περιῆν ὥστε 

τοὺς προτέρους τοὺς μετὰ τοῦ ἱεροῦ χειρωθέντας παραιτήσασθαί τε τὸν Σόσσιον, 

ἐπειδὴ ἡμέρα αὖθις ἡ τοῦ Κρόνου ἐνέστη, καὶ ἀνελθόντας ἐς αὐτὸ πάντα μετὰ τῶν 

λοιπῶν τὰ νομιζόμενα ποιῆσαι. ἐκείνους μὲν οὖν Ἡρώδῃ τινὶ 6 ᾿Αντώνιος ἄρχειν 

ἐπέτρεψε, τὸν δ᾽ ᾿Αντίγονον ἐμαστίγωσε σταυρῷ προσδήσας, ὃ μηδεὶς βασιλεὺς 

ἄλλος ὑπὸ τῶν Ῥωμαίων ἐπεπόνθει, καὶ μετὰ τοῦτο καὶ ἀπέσφαξεν. ἐπὶ μὲν δὴ τοῦ 

τε Κλαυδίου τοῦ τε Νωρβανοῦ τοῦθ᾽ οὕτως ἔγενετο. 

5° Clinton, Fasti Hellenici, 111, p. 220; Fischer, Rémische Zeitttafeln, 

Altona, 1846, p. 350. 

51 Varro 6, 12 frag. and 33 ‘si a Martio ut antiqui constituerunt 

numeres’, See also Th. Mommsen, Die rémische Chronologie, Berlin, 1859, 

Pp. 98-9. 
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the Olympian year began in the fall, as we shall show 

presently.°? In the same manner, the consulate too was 

reckoned not from the day when the consuls entered into 

office, but from the beginning of the Olympian year which 

was in the autumn. Thus the consulates are fixed by 

Polybius.*? Consequently the events which occurred be- 

tween Dius—in the autumn months—and March would, 

according to this system, be reckoned in the succeeding 

consulate. 

If to this explanation of Josephus’s use of the Macedo- 

_ nian calendar we would add the statement of Josephus that 

‘the destruction befell the city of Jerusalem ... in the 

third month’, we are in a position definitely to ascertain 

the exact date on which the event occurred, and to identify 

the ‘solemnity of the fast’. The third month cannot 

mean the third month of the siege, as Josephus states 

elsewhere that the city fell after a siege of five to six 

months.*4 It cannot refer to the third month of the 

Hebrew calendar, as it is placed together with the Olympian 

year. It can therefore only mean in the third month of 

the Olympian year of the 185th Olympiad, and it must 

furthermore be the Olympian year of the Macedonian 

calendar. For the third month in the Attic-Olympian 

calendar corresponds to the Hebrew Tishri, which makes it 

impossible to harmonize with the statement that the sabbati- 

cal season preceded and followed the capture of Jerusalem. 

The third month is thus the month of Audyneus, 

52 See below, chap. IV. 

58 Comp. H. Nissen, ‘Die Oekonomie der Geschichte des Polybios’, 

Rhein. Mus. XXVI (1871), pp- 241-82. 

54 The siege lasted from five to six months. Bell, Jud. 1, 18.2; comp. 

V5.0: 45 
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which corresponds to December and January, i.e. the 

Hebrew month Tebet. It may therefore be assumed that 

the fast-day iefers to the tenth of Tebet,®® and conse- 

quently the capture of Jerusalem took place January 13-14, 

37 B.C. E. = 717 A.U.C. 

This date would be placed in the consulate of Claudius 

and Norbanus by Dio, while Josephus would advance it 

into the consulate of Agrippa and Gallus. This date fulfils 

also the other conditions, namely, that it falls in a sabbatical 

year, and was preceded as well as followed by the sabba- 

tical season. 

The date of the capture of Jerusalem marks the 

beginning of Herod’s reign. According to the Jewish 

calculation of the royal era from Nisan, the month of Nisan 

in 37 B.C.E. was.the beginning of the second year of his 

reign. Consequently, the thirteenth and fourteenth years 

were not 25-24 and 24-23 B.C.E., but 26-25 and 25-24 

B.C. E., while the sabbatical year was indeed 24-23 B.C. E. 

The theory which is equally prevalent that the first 

year of Herod must be reckoned either from Nisan of 

37 B.C.E. or from 10 Tishri of 37 B.C.E. is based on 

Josephus’s synchronizing the seventh year of Herod with 

that of the battle of Actium, which was’ fought on Septem- 

ber 2, 31 B.C.E, From this it is assumed that we must 

consider his first year to have begun in the year 37 B.C. E.°° 

Ἔν τούτῳ Kai τῆς ἐπ᾽ Ἀκτίῳ μάχης συνεσταμένης Καίσαρι 

πρὸς ἀντώνιον ἑβδόμου δ᾽] ὄντος Ηρώδῃ τῆς βασιλείας ἔτους, 

σεισθεῖσα ἡ γῆ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων (Ant. XV, 5. 2). 

This assumption appears groundless when we subject 

55 Zech. 8. 19. 

°6 Schiirer, Geschichte, 1, p. 365, ἢ. 6, and p. 415, n. 167; Kromayer, 

Pat Ds ἘΠῚ: 



MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 25 

the following text of Josephus on which it is based to 

a critical examination. He says: ‘This time (when there 

was war between the Arabs and Herod) it was that the 

fight happened at Actium, between Octavius Caesar and 

Antony in the seventh year of the reign of Herod, and then 

it was also that there was an earthquake in Judea’. 

Josephus cannot mean that the battle of Actium coin- 

cided with the earthquake in Judea, as the former event 

occurred in September,*” while the latter occurred at the 

beginning of the Spring.®*® This passage would be entirely 

unintelligible if we did not fortunately have a parallel 

reference to these events in the Bellam Ludaicum, which 

clears up the true meaning of this text: ‘In the seventh 

year of his reign (Herod’s), when the war about Actium 

was at the height, at the beginning of the spring the earth 

was shaken’. Kar’ ἔτος μὲν τῆς βασιλείας ἕβδομον, ἀκμά- 

(ovros δὲ τοῦ Axriov πολέμου. ἀρχομένου γὰρ ἔαρος ἡ γῆ 

σεισθεῖσα (Lell. Πα. I, 19. 3). 

Here Josephus identifies with the time of the earthquake 

not the battle (μάχη) of Actium, but the war (πόλεμος) 

about Actium, which begun in the winter of 32-31 B.C.E., 

was at its height in the spring,®® and culminated in Sept. 2, 

31 B.C.E. As Josephus states here plainly, when the war 

about Actium was at its height, at the beginning of the spring, 

that the earthquake took place, and this was in the seventh 

year of Herod’s reign. In such manner we must interpret 

the previous passage in Azdzg. Consequently, the actual 

51 Zonar, X, 30 κατὰ τὴν δευτέραν τοῦ Σεπτεμβρίου μηνός : also Dio, 

LI, τ τοιαύτη τις ἡ ναυμαχία αὐτῶν τῇ δευτέρᾳ τοῦ Σεπτεμβρίου ἐγένετο : see 
Fischer, Rémische Zeittafeln, p 368. 

58 ᾿Αρχομένου γὰρ ἔαρος ἡ γῆ σεισθεῖσα, Bell. Ind. I, 19, 3. 
59 Clinton, Fast Hellenicit, 111; Dio, L, 11 τοῦ δὲ δὴ ἦρος 6 μὲν ᾿Αντώνιος 

οὐδαμοῦ ἐκινήθη... . καὶ ὁ ᾿Αγρίππας τήν τε Μεθώνην ἐκ προσβολῆς λαβών. 
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battle of Actium fell in the eighth year of Herod, and the 

first year ends properly with the month of Nisan 37 B.C. E., 

as we have assumed. 

The above explanation is based of course on the assump- 

tion that the beginning of spring preceded Nisan. This 

is contrary to Schiirer’s views that the Jews reckoned the 

spring season from the first of Nisan.°° There can be no 

doubt, however, that Schirer was in error on this point. 

While the Jewish months are lunar, the seasons were fixed 

according to the position of the sun, and in an intercalated 

year, the beginning of the spring must precede the first 

of the month of Nisan.*! The year 31 B.C.E., being a 

pre-sabbatical year, was in fact intercalated in accordance 

with an ancient rule. 

The entire discussion of the date of the capture of 

Jerusalem by Herod and Sosius would not be complete 

without the consideration of the supplementary statement 

of Josephus: ὥσπερ ἐκ περιτροπῆς τῆς γενομένης ἐπὶ Πομ- 

πηίου τοῖς ᾿Ιουδαίοις συμφορᾶς. καὶ γὰρ ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου τῇ αὐτῇ 

ἑάλωσαν ἡμέρᾳ μετὰ ἔτη εἰκοσιεπτά (Ant. XIV, 16. 4). 

On the face of it Josephus appears to mean that the capture 

of Jerusalem by Herod marked the anniversary of Pompey’s 

conquest of the Holy City. Our date—the roth of Tebet 

—can hardly be taken as the anniversary of Pompey’s 

conquest of Jerusalem, as this appears in all likelihood to 

have taken place in one of the summer months, or more 

accurately the month of 1ammuz, in which a well-established 

60 Schiirer, I, p. 365, n. 6, 

6 ΠΡῚΡ.Π Spy aa by mw pay, see Talmud Sanhedrin 11-13 

and Tosefta, ibid. 

2 yO NOW... νον MAW ΝΟΣ NOY MyawI Xd prayy js 
ΓΝ Δ aay, T. Jerushalmi Sanhedrin 18 d; Babli, zdid. 
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fast-day fell.°* But this passage is, in any event, difficult 

to reconcile with the facts, according to any of the above- 

cited identifications of the date of Herod’s capture of 

Jerusalem. For the conquest of Pompey to which Josephus 

refers took place according to his own testimony in the 

third month of the siege®* on a fast-day in 179 Olymp. in 

the consulate of Caius Antonius and Marcus Tullius Cicero, 

which corresponds to 63 B.C. E. 

Now between 63 B.C. E. and 37 B.C. E. there intervenes 

only a period of twenty-six years and not twenty-seven. 

This last consideration makes it impossible to inter- 

pret τῇ αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ, ‘the same day’, as referring to the 

anniversary. It must be assumed that fast-days on which 

the respective events took place were not identical. Only 

thus it becomes possible to explain the interval of twenty- 

seven years, namely, that the event of Pompey fell in the 

month of Tammuz and that of Herod in the month of 

Tebet. Reckoning the fractional year from Tammuz to 

Tishri or Dius as one year, Josephus properly counted the 

intervening period as twenty-seven years. As to the literal 

meaning, ‘the same day’, this can only be taken to mean 

the same day of the week. Thus Tammuz 9, 63 B.C.E. 

fell on Tuesday or Wednesday, while Tebet Io, 37 B.C.E. 

fell on Wednesday or Thursday.® Assuming that the two 

dates respectively fell on Wednesday—and this can also 

be maintained on other grounds—we see that Josephus 

63 See Prideaux, Histoire des Juifs et des peuples voisins, V, p. 517, Paris, 

1726. There will be a full discussion about the capture of Jerusalem by 

Pompey and the reckoning of the years of Hyrcanus in the second part of 

this book. 

64 Comp. Bell. Iud. 1, 7. 4 

65 See also Unger, /.c., p. 276, where he states that the roth of Tishri 

63 B.c.E. fell on Sunday or Monday, and the 1oth of Tishri 37 Β. c. Ε, fell 

on Wednesday or Thursday. 
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could well count, καὶ yap ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου τῇ αὐτῇ ἑάλωσαν 

ἡμέρᾳ μετὰ ἔτη εἰκοσιεπτά. That both Pompey’s capture 

of Jerusalem and Herod’s fell on Wednesday is curiously 

corroborated by an obscure and corrupt passage in an old 

historical document which is otherwise unintelligible: 

mn ΓΦ NS [1 mn 3s. nywn | DY INNS AWS Nan ΠΣ 

Ara My... Iw yD... aA Sw answer [AN] meyray wv 

ns ὈΠῸΝ sey py ae ar ay pend aor Sy ony onda 
mow MINNA VPI ΠΡΡΞΠ wind nywnsa ysain wind... BIS 

123 (awy) nyawa, Seder Olam, ch. XXX, ed. Neubauer.®* The 

day on which the Temple was destroyed the first time 

fell on the gth of Ab, on the day following the sabbath, 

ine a post-sabbatical year and in the watch of Jehojarib. 

Thus also the second destruction.... Both times the Levites 

stood at their posts and recited their psalm. What psalm 

did they recite? 

‘And he hath brought upon them their own iniquity, 

And will cut them off in their own evil ; 

The Lord our God will cut them off.’ (Ps. 94.) 

In the fourth month, in the seventh day thereof a breach 

was made in the city during the first (Destruction) and on 

the seven(teen)th thereof during the second (Destruction). 

That this passage is incoherent was already felt in 

the Talmud, without any satisfactory explanation being 

offered there.*’ Thus, it is well known both in the 

Talmud and in the works of Josephus that the sacrificial 

service was abolished on the seventeenth of Tammuz, 

during the siege of Titus,°* while here the statement is 

66 In Talmud Taanit and Erakin, the above passage is found with other 

variants. 87 See Arakin 11--12. 

6 Talmud Taanit 26: Wann 003 wwond wy AYIWI; comp. Bell. Iud. 
VI, 2. 1: ‘On the seventeenth day of the month Ponemus the daily sacrifice 

(ἐνδελεχισμός) had failed’. 
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made that the sacrifices continued till the ninth of Ab. 

In addition, there is the glaring contradiction that the 

Temple is said to have fallen on Sunday, while the psalms 

which the Levites chanted in accompaniment to the alleged 

sacrificial service of that day, formed the recitation of 

Wednesday (cp. Mishnah Tamid). 

It must be assumed that the text represents an incom- 

plete and defective Baraita. The antecedents of m2) Ar 

are not M2W3) ANwWE II of the existing text, which refers to 

the capture of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar and Titus 

respectively, but must allude to a missing sentence which 

described the conquest of Jerusalem by Pompey and Herod 

also as ΠΣ) 3) AWN. Thus interpreted, the allusion to the 

Levites at the sacrificial service reminds one strongly of 

Josephus’s description of the siege and fall of Jerusalem 

under both these conquerors, where he emphasizes the fact 

that the daily sacrifices were kept up till the very fall of 

the city.°° It only remains to be noted that the psalm 

which the Levites are said to have chanted on these two 

days respectively was the psalm which was recited every 

Wednesday.” 

69 As regards the time when Jerusalem was captured by Pompey, we 

read the following: ‘Many of the priests when they saw their enemies 

assailing them with swords in their hands, without any disturbance went 

on with their divine worship, and were slain while they were offering their 

drink-offerings and burning their incense’, Bell. Jud.1,7. 5. As regards the 

time of Herod we have the following : ‘ When the outer court of the Temple 

and the lower city were taken... but now fearing lest the Romans should 

hinder them from offering their daily sacrifices to God, they sent an 

embassage, and desired that they would only permit them to bring in beasts 

for sacrifices which Herod granted’, Ant., XVI, 16.2. See J. Lehmann, 

‘Quelques dates importantes de la chronologie du second temple’, RE], 

XXXVII (1898), pp. 1-44. 

τὸ Mishnah Tamid, ch. 7, Mishnah 4. Some again object to our theory 

as to the dates of these cycles of Shemittot on the ground that in accordance 
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We may now finally dispose of the last argument which 

was raised above, against the fixation of the order of the 

sabbatical cycles, namely, that while the year preceding 

the destruction of the Temple was a sabbatical year ac- 

cording to the testimony of the Talmud, as well as on the 

therewith 4o-41 c.£. would necessarily be a sabbatic year, whereas 

Josephus, in treating of the Jews petitioning Petronius not to place a statue 

of the Emperor in the Sanctuary, reports the latter as saying to them, ‘ Go, 

till the soil’. Schiirer aptly observes that this is not sufficient to prove the 

year non-sabbatical: ‘ dieses indirekte Argument... nicht stark genug ist, 

um die iberlieferten positiven Daten in Betreff der Sabbatjahre um- 

zustossen’ (Geschichte, I, p. 35; see also pp. 495-507). Alsv Wieseler, 

Stud. u. Krit. (1879), p. 529 inclines very strongly to the idea that that 

conversation between the Jews and Petronius took place in 39-40 B.C. E. 

Graetz (Geschichte, 111, 2, n. 8) considers also that 40-41 c.E. could not 

have been a sabbatic year by reason of what is stated in Mishnah Sotah, 

VI, 7: Joon ὈΒΥ ΝΠ ΣΦ ΝΥΟΣ yews an Sy ΠΝ ΠῚ Ὁ Ὁ ows 
vex poy nnd Sain SS yanwa oan ἸΠΊΠΣΦΨῪ toy ΔΕ ΡΥ Sap) sy 
wee ee ΠΠΝ DM Da aN sn bx 0b ox mynd yxy dr os 
On the feast of Tabernacles in the post-sabbatical year the king read the 

Pentateuch (before the multitude), 

The Mishnah, after stating that the king stood while reading, continues : 

“And when he read the passage, ‘‘Thou mayest not put over thee a foreign 

man”’, his eyes were suffused with tears (the Herodian family was of 

Idumean origin)—they said to him, ‘Be not afraid, Agrippa, thou art our 

brother: our brother art thou’”’’. The post-sabbatic year thus falls in 

41-42 c.E., whereas, as Graetz thinks, Agrippa I did not come to Judea 

until 42 c.E. (Monatssch., 1877, p. 433). But this objection will not affect 

matters, for admitting that Agrippa could not have been present at the 

service of Feast of Tabernacles in 41 B.c., it has never been proved that 

the passage refers to Agrippa I, and not to Agrippa II. Derenbourg, 

Essai, p. 217, thinks Agrippa II was meant, as does also Biichler, ‘ Die 

Priester und der Cultus im letzten Jahrzehnt des Jerusalemischen Tempels’, 

Bericht der Isr. Theol. Lehranstalt in Wien, 1895, p. 12, and Hitzig, 11, 571. 

See also Brann in Monatssch., 1870, pp. 541-8. The word ‘king’ could 

have been applied to Agrippa II, for besides his being king in Galilea, he 

was, by appointment, given charge of the Temple. In the Talmud we find 

evidences of his being called king, as in the statement >on D5 "IN Saw 

4 ἐ sy 5x Δ NS (Tanhuma Genesis, ed. Frankfurt, p. 6d, 1701) ; Saw 

ve de a7 ΠΝ yon pemax Sy pipe (Sukkah 27b). 



MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 31 

basis of our calculation, nevertheless Josephus refers to 

the growing fruit in the land of Edom which was invaded 

by Simon the Zealot that year (69 C.E.). This difficulty 

is easily solved by the simple and well-known fact that 

the laws of the sabbatical year affected only the lands of 

Palestine, and had no application in Edom or in any other 

country that was annexed to Palestine.” 

71 See Mishnah, Shebiith, VI, 1. Many scholars think that 69-70 was 

sabbatic and that this is attested by the Baraita, , , "N¥WO NAN ΠΣ 

φως ΓΝ, which according to them means the latter part of the sabbatic 

year, in which the month of Ab would be the eleventh, Such is Caspari’s 

opinion (Life of Christ, pp. 23-6, 37), and Graetz’s understanding of the 

expression ΓΔ) N¥I0I, Graetz, Geschichte, III, 2, n. 8. In truth, 

however, the sabbatic year was 68-69, whereas MP AY WYN is the 

following year, 69-70, for which we have coined the expression, post- 

sabbatic. That Γ᾽ ΧΟ in the Talmud means the post-sabbatic year 

and not any part of the seventh year is evident from many passages, e. g. 

ΓΦ W893 xd) My awa xd mown PAY δὲ ‘They do not intercalate, 

neither in the sabbatical year nor in the post-sabbatical’. This is also 

evident from Ab. zarah 9b. : TOY NIN ΣΦ YW MDD YT x54 {ND ONT 

NNW ἽΠ 50) ‘If any man is uncertain as to the year of the Shemittah he 

is in, he should count the years, from the year in which the Sanctuary was 

destroyed and add one year, since that event took place in a year that 

followed a sabbatic year’. 

This error—that the destruction of the Temple was in a sabbatic year— 

we find not only among modern scholars, but among the rabbis of the 

Middle Ages. This is even the idea of R. Tam, see his remarks in Tosaphot 

on Ab. zarah gb. Not only were they misled into thinking that the year 

of destruction was sabbatic, but also as to the exact year. According to 

some, the destruction took place in the year 3828 a.M., i.e. 67-68 C.E., 

while others place it in the year 3829 a.m. (68-69 c. Ε.). See Rashi and 

Tosaphot, ibid , and Seder ha-Kabalah, by Abraham ibn Daud (Rabad). Both 

dates are false. The destruction of the Temple, as is known, took place in 

the month of Ab, 3830 A.M. (69-70 c.£.). This error we can detect in 

a passage in the Talmud, Ab. zarah 9b, which is from the latest Amoraim 

or is an addition of a later time, confusing the two statements: “ TON 

abs my ΠῚ Φ np OW 3 TEs) DN N30 ἜΝΙ) ΓΝ YIIS AS SIH 

Cans) Sn ΔΙ) Γ22--- ΠΡῚ xd ἼΠΝ 13 pI. [This IMS is super- 

fluous and does not appear in the Spanish MS. in the Jewish Theological 
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The correct order of the sabbatical cycles was preserved 

centuries later in the Gaonic schools and in Palestine. 

According to their calculation, says Maimonides, ‘ this year 

4936 A.M. and 1107 after the destruction of the Temple 

(1175-6) is a post-sabbatical year ’.”” 

Seminary of America.] ὨΟῚ nxnad nas owSe one eds nya 
npn Sx ans aa past ads my aw 95 mp ons 7d ax’ on. 
R. Hanina said: ‘ After 400 from the destruction of the Temple, if a man 

offers you a field worth 1,000 denarii for one denarius, buy not’. (The 

reason for this advice was that the Messiah would come.) In a Baraita 

it is stated : ‘In 4231 a. μ. if you are offered for one denarius a field worth 

1,000 denarii, take not’. The Talmud asks what is the difference between 

the two, and gives the answer: N'DDO NNINDI 1 nbn 1022 NIN 

sw nbn. The difference between R. Hanina’s statement and that in the 

Baraita is three years. The author of this passage thought that the 

destruction took place 3828 a m., and R. Hanina’s statement would apply 

to after 4228 a.m., while according to the Baraita it is 4231 a,M.,— 

which exceeds by three years. But the two statements are in agreement. 

The destruction took place 3830 a.m., and R. Hanina’s statement would 

mean ‘after 4230 A.M. buy nothing’, while the Baraita specifies 4231 as the 

beginning of the period. 

This statement about the cycles of Shemittot is corroborated by a well- 

known Haggadah in the Talmud Sanhedrin gta in connexion with 

Alexander. In telling of this dispute before him of representative Jews 

and Ishmaelites, the Haggadah ends with ANN ΓΦ AW ANI) ‘that 

year was sabbatic’. Alexander was in Palestine 332 B.c.£. Counting 

back from 164-163 twenty-four cycles, we get 332-331 as sabbatic. 

72 ὙΠ ῊΝ (WIN) ΘΝ Oye NOD NAD NT ΠΡ" ΠΟ NnIwW 

ἸΔ ΠΡ AON AND) pay now wy my “nn ΠῚ pawnv|dy.. . Sew 
ΓΦ Nyy msn, Maimonides, Yad ha-Hazakah, Shemittah, X, 6. 

The year 4936 A.M. (i.e. 1175-6 c.£.) being, as Maimonides says in the 

name of the Geonim, post-sabbatical, confirms our view on sabbatical cycles 

that 3830 A.M. (69-70 C.E., year of destruction of the Temple) was post- 

sabbatical, thus making 158 cycles ; but, according to Maimonides, 4936 a. M. 

is the year 1107 of the destruction of the Temple. Herein he erred, taking 

as year of the destruction 3829 A. μ. (68-69 c. E.), which error we already 

detected in a passage in Talmud (see note 71). 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONTENTS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF MACCABEES I AND 2. 

BESIDES the seeming chronological differences between 

1 and 2 Maccabees which we have reconciled above there 

exist also chronographical divergences between the two books 

which have to be cleared up before the data in the Megillat 

Taanit, which refer to Maccabean events, can be properly 

fixed and dated. The following outline will reveal the 

crucial points of difference between the two books. 2 Mac- 

cabees generally narrates events undated, and we place 

them parallel to the column where they are described with 

dates in 1 Maccabees. 

1 Maccabees. 2 Maccabees. 
Α. 8. 

143 Antiochus on his return 

from Egypt captures Je- 

rusalem (I. 20-24). 

145 (Two years later) he again Antiochus in his second 

captures and kills many march from Egypt cap- 

Jews (1.29-35). On15th tures Jerusalem, takes 

of Kislev he builds next silver from the Sanctuary 

to the altar ‘the abomi- (5. 1-27); shortly after, 

nation ofdesolation’. On he orders the statue of 

Zs D 
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the 25th day they sacrifice 

offerings on the newly- 

built altar (1. 59). 

146 Mattathias dies (2. 70). 

Judas’s 

Apollonius and Seron 

(3. 10-25). 

victories over 

147 Antiochus crosses the Eu- 

phrates on his way to 

Persiaatg-0:37): 

setting out for Persia he 

Before 

orders Lysias to make a 

campaign against Judas 

(3. 32-5). . Lysias dele- 

gates Ptolemy, Nicanor, 

and Gorgias to conduct 

the campaign 

Judas (3. 38). 

Judas’s victories over them 

(4. 14-25). 

against 

148 In the next year Lysias 

marches to the south of 

Judea (4. 28). 

Judas comes to Jerusalem. 

The Temple is cleansed ; 

the Jews offer sacrifices 

on the altar (4. 36-61). 

War of Jews with neigh- 

bouring nations (5. 1-8). 

Zeus to be set up (6. 1-3). 

Judas’s victories over Nica- 

nor and Gorgias. Judas 

comes to Jerusalem (8. 

8-31). 

Antiochus IV dies (9. 1- 

28). 

The Jews cleanse the Tem- 

ple and sacrifice on the al- 

tar (10.1-5). Antiochus V 

becomes king (10. 9, II). 

Wars of Jews with neigh- 

bouring countries (10, 15). 
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149 Antiochus IV dies (6. 1- 

16). Accession of Antio- 

chus Eupator (6. 17). 

Judas attacks the citadel 

of Jerusalem (6. 18-19). 

150 Lysias’s second expedi- 

tion; peace with Jews 

(6. 28-54). 

151 Accession of Demetrius I 

(7. 1-4). Alcimus be- 

comes high-priest (7. 1.5-- 

22). Nicanor is killed, 

13th Adar (7. 1-50). 

Lysias’s expedition and 

treaty (11). Lysias and 

Antiochus send letters of 

peace to the Jews (17-38). 

More about wars with 

neighbouring nations (12. 

I-45). 
149 Second expedition of 

Lysias and Antiochus V ; 

peace made with Jews 

(13. 1-26). 

Accession of Demetrius I 

(14. 1-2). Alcimus_ be- 

comes high-priest (14. 3). 

Nicanor is killed, 13th 

Adar (15. 28-36). 

As may be seen from this list, there exists not only 

a chronological discrepancy between these two books, but 

also differences with regard to the events themselves, 

Thus, according to rt Maccabees, the purifying of the 

sanctuary took place before the death of Antiochus IV, 

while according to 2 Maccabees it took place after his 

death. According to 1 Maccabees, furthermore, Lysias’s 

expedition followed in the second year after the victory 

of Judas over Nicanor and Gorgias, while according to 

2 Maccabees it took place after the purification of the 

D2 
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Temple in the days of Antiochus V. It should also be 

noted that in 2 Maccabees reference is made to letters 

sent by Antiochus to the Jews, which find no mention 

in 1 Maccabees. Nevertheless, it seems to me that not 

only are the seeming chronological contradictions recon- 

cilable according to the theory explained above, but these 

differences in narration too may be satisfactorily explained. 

As will be shown presently, the two accounts often supple- 

ment each other, since they are based on independent 

sources, and the apparent differences in the two narratives 

are due to the loose composition of 2 Maccabees, where 

a number of passages have been dislocated. In the fol- 

lowing outline I shall reconstruct the historical order of 

the events narrated in Maccabees which will also make 

clear the relation between the two sources. 

We know from 1 Macc. (1. 20-4) that in the year 143 A.S. 

(171-170 B.C.E.) Antiochus returned from his war with 

Egypt, and captured Jerusalem. This took place about 

the close of the summer 170 Β. 6.5. According to the 

same source, Jerusalem was again captured by the forces 

of Antiochus IV two years later (1. 29). It is this event 

and not the first capture of Jerusalem with which 2 Maccabees 

opens. Thus the capture of Jerusalem in this source is 

properly connected with Antiochus’s return from the second 

war with Egypt which took place 169-168, and therefore 

78 Clinton, Fasti Hellenic, III, pp. 318-20. For renewal of the war 

between Antiochus 1V and ‘the Egyptians in the year 171,70 see Hitzig, 

Das Buch Daniel, p. 205 ; Wilcken in Pauly-Wissowa’s Real-Enc., 11, 2470-6. 

See above, note 34. 

74 Antiochus IV was in Egypt in 169 (see above, note 35) ; comp. Polyb., 

XXVIII, 17 and XXIX, 23-6; Niese, Geschichte, II], pp. 174, 230-1, and 

‘Die beiden Makkabaerbiicher’, Hermes, XXV (1900), pp. 502-5; Bevan, 

The House of Seleucus, 11, p. 172; ἃ. A. Smith, Jerusalem, Il, 1908. See 

above, note 35. 
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corresponds correctly with the date assigned for the second 

capture of Jerusalem in 1 Maccabees, 145 A.S. Following 

1 Maccabees we learn that the erection of the statue of 

Zeus in the Temple was carried out in Kislev 145 A.S. 

This date is inherently impossible, because, according to 

the same source, the capture of Jerusalem took place in the 

summer of 145 A.S.-168 B.C.E. Consequently the erection 

of the statue of Zeus in Kislev must refer to Kislev 146 in 

the autumn of the 168 B.c.E. This emendation is corro- 

borated by 2 Maccabees, where it is stated clearly that 

some time elapsed between the capture of Jerusalem and 

the placing of Zeus in the Temple (μετ᾽ οὐ πολὺν χρόνον). 

15 We are quite safe in emending 145 into 146. The error crept in through 

the fact that earlier in the chapter it is stated that after two years, i.e. two 

years after 143, Antiochus came and captured Jerusalem. This was in the 

year 145, being, as we said above, in the summer of 168 8.c. Now some 

scribe thought that the setting up of the image next to the altar belonged to 

the two years whereof the author of τ Maccabees speaks. Consequently 

it must have been in the year 145. But according to 2 Maccabees, there 

elapsed considerable time between Antiochus’s capture of Jerusalem and his 

edict to set up the statue of Zeus in the Temple, per’ οὐ πολὺν χρόνον. 

According to Maccabees 2 it was Apollyon who set up the image (see 

Niese, Geschichte, 111, p. 233 and note), and this should be three years 

before the cleansing of the Temple, so that the cleansing of the Temple 

took place in the month of Kislev, 165, and therefore the setting up of the 

image took place in Kislev, 168, which is the earlier part of 146 a.s, This 

number 145 does not belong here at all; it fits in the verse 29, where we 

read ‘two years later’, i.e. 145. In this passage disorder prevails, for 

whereas the Greek text has ‘on the fifteenth of Kislev’, the Syriac version of 

Maccabees in Codex Ambrosianus reads ‘on the twenty-fifth of Kislev’, 

which is certainly correct. Furthermore, the number 145 is represented in 

the Codex Alexandrinus by 45. All this goes to show that the text is 

confused, and that the passage cannot be accepted in its present state, but 

it is necessary to consider carefully its chronologic aspects and revise it. It 

is interesting to note that Kautzsch (Apokrypha, 1 Mak. 1. 54) puts the 

number 145 in parenthesis: apparently he is not convinced that it belonged 

to this verse. 
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In the narrative of 1 Maccabees the revolt of Mattathias 

is now described, and his death is dated 146 (168-167 B.C.E.). 

The victory of Judas over Apollonius and Seron follows ; 

Antiochus IV, who heard of the defeat of his generals, 

would have liked in person to proceed to Judea and to 

humble Judas, but he needed money, and on that account 

went to Persia with half of his army—the other half being 

committed to Lysias with the command to quell the in- 

surrection in Judea. Antiochus crossed the Euphrates 

in 147 (167-166) (3. 37). Lysias, however, did not go in 

person to fight Judas, but sent Nicanor and Gorgias— 

evidently in the same year, 147. 2 Maccabees now joins 

1 Maccabees in describing Judas’s great victory over these 

generals, though the two accounts show slight variants. 

Following again 1 Maccabees we note that in the second 

year after the expedition of Nicanor and Gorgias Lysias 

went in person to fight Judas καὶ ἐν τῷ ἐχομένῳ ἐνιαυτῷ, 

i.e, in the year 148 (166-165). Judas defeats Lysias, enters 

Jerusalem, and cleanses the Sanctuary in 148 (166-165). 

There follows a series of wars between the neighbouring 

nations and finally the death of Antiochus in the year 149 

(165-164). 

In 2 Maccabees the same events are narrated in a different 

order. Immediately after Judas’s victory over Nicanor fol- 

lows the account of his wars with the neighbouring nations 

and the death of Antiochus IV, and then comes the cleansing 

of the Temple by Judas, the succession of Antiochus Eupator 

to the throne, more wars with the neighbouring nations, 

and then finally Lysias’s expedition and peace. 

This order is incompatible with the same author's 

account of the historical events to the extent that we are 

forced to assume that we face here a peculiar dislocation 
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of parts of the narrative, which may be attributed to the 

loose manner in which the author condensed the fuller 

account of Jason of Cyrene. Thus it is obvious that the 

expedition of Lysias could not have been delayed until 

after the death of Antiochus IV and after the purification 

of the Temple and the succession of Antiochus V. Ac- 

cording to what we have seen above, Antiochus IV at the 

very time that he proceeded in person to Persia in 167-166 

ordered Lysias to take measures to suppress the revolt in 

Judea. In accordance with these instructions Lysias, as 

we have seen, deputed Nicanor and Gorgias, who were 

repulsed by Judas evidently in the same year 166. Now 

it is certainly inconceivable that Lysias would delay all 

efforts to suppress the revolt for an interval of two years, 

which is implied in the present account of Maccabees, and 

meanwhile give the Judeans the opportunity to unite their 

forces, and fortify themselves more strongly against Syria. 

Furthermore, if this expedition belonged to the period of 

Antiochus Eupator, it would be strange that the author 

fails to mention the name of Antiochus Eupator in this 

connexion, as he does in recording the second campaign."® 

The reference to Lysias as being in sole control of his 

expedition can be only explained by assuming that it took 

place in the reign of Antiochus IV, while the latter was 

im Persia.”4 

Finally, and this is most conclusive, the letter of 

Antiochus V to Lysias ordering him to arrange for peace 

with Judas announces the recent death of his father Antio- 

™ Mer’ ὀλίγον δὲ παντελῶς χρονίσκον Λύσιας ἐπίτροπος τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ 

συγγενὴς καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν πραγμάτων (2 Mace. 11. 1). 

717 See Bevan, The House of Seleucus, Il, pp. 178-80 and Appendix J. 

See alsu Niese, Geschichte, 111, p. 219. 
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chus IV. Furthermore, the preceding letter containing the 

peace negotiations between Judas and Lysias is definitely 

dated 148." Consequently the beginning of the expedition 

took place in the lifetime of Antiochus IV, according to 

the very account of 2 Maccabees, while the purification 

of the Temple and the establishment of peace took place 

early in the reign of Antiochus V. Undoubtedly Jason’s 

history, which was the source of 2 Maccabees, properly 

fixed the beginning of Lysias’s expedition in the reign of 

Antiochus IV, and the end in that of Antiochus V.. The 

author-of 2 Maccabees, copying the account, misplaced the 

beginning of the expedition in the reign of Antiochus V, 

where he really found the end of the expedition recorded. 

Thus reconstructed, the account of 2 Maccabees corrects 

the narrative of 1 Maccabees. For, according to the latter, 

the purification of the Temple took place before the death 

of Antiochus IV. This is impossible, however, because 

Antiochus IV died early in the autumn of 165," whereas 

the cleansing of the Temple did not take place till Kislev 

165. In this respect therefore the account of 2 Maccabees 

is superior to that of 1 Maccabees. This is to be explained 

by the sources which were used by the two authors. The 

former was based presumably on the accurate account of 

Jason; while the latter was written in Palestine where, 

78 With regard to the letters sent by Antiochus V to the Jews, and also 

with regard to the embassies sent by Rome to the Jews, see Niese, Hermes, 

pp. 476-90. The first letter is dated 148 a.s. (165/4), and in the month of 

Dioscorus, on the twenty-fourth thereof. The month Dioscorus is not 

known to us. Many scholars think this is a Syro-Macedonian month, 

Dius, and this about corresponds with the Jewish month Heshvan. The 

Peshitta has, in the place of Dioscorus, ‘the Second Tishri’, the Second 

Tishri of the Syrians. See also Clinton, Fastt Hellenict, 111, Appendix 4. 

19 Niese, l.¢., pp. 473-6; Bevan, /.c., p. 180 and Appendix J. See 

above, p. 13 and note 32. 
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owing to the state of siege, the Jews may not have known 

of the death of Antiochus IV until after peace was made 

with Lysias and the Temple had been purified, and this 

impression is reproduced in 1 Maccabees.°° 

The statement that the purification of the Temple 

occurred in Kislev 165 seems to be in contradiction to 

the date of 1 Maccabees according to my theory of this 

author’s reckoning of the Seleucid era. For the date which 

is assigned for this event in 1 Maccabees is Kislev 148, 

which according to our calculation corresponds to Kislev 

166 B.C.E. But this could not be correct, as Kislev of 

the year 148 (Sel.) fell in 166 B.C. E. and not in 165 Β. 6. Ε. 

However, it may be safely assumed that the number 148 

crept in through error, and is to be emended into 149. 

Thus the Peshitta Codex Ambrosianus (ed. Ceriani) reads 

plainly the year one hundred and forty-nine (1 Macc., 

IV, 52). The error is easily explained on the ground 

that the scribe calculated the three years which, according 

to the plain statement of 1 Maccabees, elapsed between 

the defiling and the rededication of the altar on the basis 

of what we proved to be the false reading 145 A.S., and 

naturally attained the result 148." 

80 It is quite possible that the death of Antiochus IV and the purifica- 

tion of the Temple both took place almost at the same time in the fall of 

165 B.C. E. 

81 See above, p. 37, and ἢ. 75. According to 1 Macc. (1. 54) three 

years elapsed between the defiling and the rededication of the Altar. This 

is also stated by Josephus, dt. XII, 7. 6, but according to Bel. Jud. I, 4 

and V, 9. 4, three years and six months passed. The two statements, 

however, are in agreement ; the three years and six months are not from 

the time of the defiling but from the time when Antiochus captured 

Jerusalem and desolated the sanctuary in the year of 145 A.S, ie, in the 

summer of 168 B.c.£. (see above, p. 37). Until the rededication of the 

Temple there was a period of three years and six months. These two 

statements are fully in agreement, Niese and Reinach notwithstanding. 
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Attention may here be called to the passage in Josephus 

(Ani., XII, 7. 6) where the purification and dedication 

of the Temple is dated 148 A.S., and in addition the 

Olympiad date 154 is also given. As the Olymp. 154 cor- 

responds to July 164—-July 160, the dedication of the 

Temple could not have taken place in Kislev of any 

other year than 164, which contradicts not only our estab- 

lished date of 165, but is opposed to his own date of 

148 A.S. Asa result, scholars have not hesitated to emend 

the reading of 154 Olymp. to 153-4 Olymp.,*? while others 

place the event of Hanukkah in Kislev 164.%° 

We need not follow, however, either of these two strained 

conclusions. As Unger * has proved conclusively, there 

existed two systems of the Olympiad calendar, the Attic 

and the Macedonian respectively. The former was the 

original Olympiad calendar, 154 Olymp., corresponding to 

July 164—July 160. The Macedonian Olympiad calendar, on 

the other hand, is a modified form of the original Olympiad 

calendar which was adopted in the Macedonian period, and 

was adopted by the people in accordance with their estab- 

lished system of dating the new year. These peoples being 

accustomed to date the beginning of their year in the autumn, 

that is, in the month of Dius (November), they also fixed 

the new year of their adopted Olympiad calendar according 

to their traditional custom. Local divergences then ensued. 

In some localities, the beginning of year I Olymp. was shifted 

back from July 776 to the autumn 777. This record is pie- 

See Niese, Zur Chronologie des Josephus, p. 225; see also Wieseler, 

Chronologische Synopse, p. 50, ἢ. 2. 

82 Reinach, Cuvres completes de Flavius Joséphe, Ant., X11, 4. 6, 

p. 109, n. 2. See also Niese, Zur Chronologie des Josephus, pp. 224-5. 

88 See also Bevan, /. c., Appendix J. 

8! Unger, Die Seleukidendra der Makkabderbiicher, chap. V, p. 300. 
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served in Polybius, as Nissen has already shown.*® On the 

other hand, records of Castor, Phlegon, Julius Africanus, 

Porphyrius,* and possibly Eusebius," show that numerous 

localities dated October 776 as marking the beginning 

of year 2 of I Olymp., the fraction of the preceding 

Olympiad year being reckoned as a full year. (Compare 

above the similar method which was applied by the Jews to 

the Seleucid era.) In this system therefore the Olymp. 154 

covers the years October 165—-October 161, and the date 

given by Josephus in this connexion—Olymp. 154-1—really 

corresponds to Kislev 165 B.c.E. That Josephus was 

acquainted with this form of the Macedonian-Olympian 

calendar is clearly shown in his citation of Castor in Contra 

Apionem (1, 22) to the effect that the battle of Gaza was 

fought in the eleventh year after the death of Alexander, 

and in the 117 of Olympiad. Now the eleventh year after 

the death of Alexander is at the latest June 312 B.C.E.*, 

whereas the 117 of Attic Olympiad only began July 312! 

Consequently it must be assumed that in this Olympiad the 

autumn of 776 marked the beginning of year 2, in which 

the Olymp. of 117 began in the autumn of 313 B.C. E. 

It should be added that in the Axtiguzties Josephus 

uses the Olympiad nine times, but, owing to the composite 

nature of his sources, it becomes necessary to identify the 

calendar in each reference. 

85 Nissen H., Rhein. Museum, 1871, Ρ. 242. 

SOUS rats 

87 See Unger, /.c.; see also Droysen, Geschichte des Hellenismus, 111, 

Beilage II. 

8‘ Alexander died May-June 323 B.c.£. Plutarch, Alexander, 76; 

Clinton, F. H., Oxford, Il, pp. 176-8. See above. 

89 (τ Ant., XII, 5. 4; (2) XII, 7.6; (3) XII, 8 2; (4) XIV, 1.2; 

(5) XIV, 4. 3; (6) XIV, 14. 5; (7) XIV, 16. 4; (8) XV, 5. 15 (9) 



44 MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 

We may now complete our reconstruction of the events 

occurring in Maccabees and bearing on the Megillat Taanit, 

as outlined in the diagram. That the peace between the 

Syrians and the judeans did not last long is stated in 

both Maccabean Books. This time Lysias marched with 

Antiochus Eupator against Judas, in what is described 

1 Mace. (6. 53) as a sabbatical year, i.e. from Tishri 164 

to Tishri 163 (see above, p.11; see also No. VIII). According 

to both books peace was established in the same year, but 

this peace was premature, and war broke out again after 

the accession of Demetrius in 151 A.S. (163-162 B.C. E.). 

Nicanor was entrusted with the expedition against Judas, 

and he met his death on 13th Adar. The year of his 

death is not recorded in either book, but indirectly we may 

safely infer that it was the year 152 A.S. or 161.B.C.E., as 

Demetrius received the news of this defeat in the first 

month (Nisan) of 152 A.S., 161 B.C. E.% 

XVI, 5.1. Comp. S. Zeitlin, When did Jerusalem surrender to Antiochus 

Sidetes ? Publications of the American Jewish Historical Society, vol. XXVI, 

1918, pp. 165-71. 

% See above, note 27. 
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ΟΠ ΡΠ ΕΝ iW 

THE CALENDAR SYSTEM IN BELLUM J[UDAICUM. 

As in the Maccabees so in the works of Josephus the 

fundamental problem is to determine the chronology and 

calendar which Josephus employed in his narratives. We 

are confronted with the much discussed problem *! whether 

in Bellum Tudaicum the Syrian names of the months are 

used to represent the Jewish months, Xanthicus approxi- 

mately for Nisan, Artemisius for Lyyar, &c., or whether 

they represent the Julian (Solar) calendar proper, in which 

case Xanthicus corresponds to April, Artemisius is May, &c. 

The following is an outline of the dated events in Led/. 

hud. 

(1) The war began in the twelfth year of the reign of 

Nero, and the seventeenth of the reign of Agrippa, in the 

month Artemisius (II, 14. 4). 

(2) On the sixteenth day of the month Artemisius and 

on the next day riots broke out in Jerusalem (II, 15. 2). 

(3) On the fifteenth of the month of Lous an assault 

was made upon Antonia and the garrison was besieged 

(II, 17. 7). 

91 See Ideler, Handbuch der Chronologie, 1, 400-2; Wieseler, Chronol. 

Synopse, p. 448; Unger, ‘ Die Tagdata des Josephus’ (Sitzungsberichte der 

Miinchener Akademie, philos.-philol. u. hist. Cl., 1893 B., 11, pp. 453-92) ; 

Schiirer, Geschichte, I, pp. 755-60. 

% This outline was given by Hoffmann, De imperatoris Titi temporibus 

recte definiendis, Marburg, 1883, and by Niese, Hermes, 1893, Pp. 197-9. 
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(4) On the sixth day of the month Gorpiaeus the king's 

palaces were captured (II, 17. 8). 

(5) On the thirtieth day of the month Hyperberetaeus 

Cestius made an assault upon Jerusalem (II, 19. 4). 

(6) On the eighth day of the month of Dius, in the 

twelfth year of the reign of Nero, the defeat of Cestius 

took place (II, 19. 9). 

(7) On the twenty-first day of the month Artemisius 

Josephus came from Tiberias, and went into Jotapata 

(Ti 3): 

(8) On the twentieth day of the month Daesius, the 

first assault was made upon Jotapata (III, 7. 29). 

(9) On the twenty-fifth day of the month Daesius Japha 

was captured (III, 7. 31). 

(10) On the twenty-seventh day of the month Daesius 

Gerizim was captured (III, 7. 32). 

(11) On the first day of the month Panemus, in the 

thirteenth year of the reign of Nero, Jotapata was taken 

by the Romans (III, 7. 36). 

(12) On the fourth day of the month Panemus Vespasian 

returned to Ptolemais (III, 9. 1). 

(13) On the eighth day of the month Gorpiaeus the 

prisoners of Tarichea were taken (III, το. ro). 

(14) On the twenty-second day of the month Hyper- 

beretaeus the tower of Gamala fell before the Romans 

{ΞΡ 70): 

(15) On the twenty-third day of the month Hyper- 

beretaeus Gamala was taken, whereas the city had first 

revolted on the twenty-fourth day of the month Gorpiaeus 

iV, Ὁ LO) 

(16) On the fourth day of the month Dystrius Vespasian 

entered the city of Gadara (IV, 7. 3). 
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(17) On the second day of the month Daesius Vespasian 

pitched his camp by the city Coreai (IV, 8. 1). 

(18) On the fifth day of the month Daesius Vespasian 

removed from Caesarea and marched against those places 

of Judea which had not yet been subdued (IV, 9. 9). 

(19) In the month Xanthicus in the third year of the 

war Simon got possession of Jerusalem (IV, 9. 12). 

(20) On the third day of the month Apellaeus Vitellius 

was killed (IV, 11. 4). 

(21) On Passover, the fourteenth day of the month 

Xanthicus, John took possession of the Temple (V, 3. 1). 

(22) On the seventh day of the month Artemisius the 

Romans took possession of the First Wall (V, 7. 2). 

(23) On the twelfth day of the month Artemisius the 

Romans began to raise their earthworks against Antonia 

and the Temple (V, 11. 4). 

(24) On the twenty-ninth day of the same month 

(Artemisius) these were completed (zdzd.). 

(25) A vast number of dead bodies were carried out 

from one gate of Jerusalem from the fourteenth day of the 

month Xanthicus to the first day of the month Panemus 

(V, 13. 7): 
(26) On the first day of the month Panemus the Romans 

were attacked by the Jews (VI, I. 3). 

(27) On the third day of the month Panemus the 

Romans attempted to take possession of the tower of 

Antonia (VI, τ. 6). 

(28) On the seventeenth day of the month Panemus 

the daily sacrifice (ἐνδελεχισμός) stopped (VI, 2. 1). 

(29) On the twenty-fourth day of the month Panemus 

the Romans set fire to the Cloister (VI, 2. 9). 
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(30) On the twenty-seventh day of the month Panemus 

the Jews set all the Western Cloisters on fire CL, 30a 

(31) On the eighth day of the month Lous the Romans 

had completed their earthworks (VI, 4. 1). 

(32) On the tenth day of the month Lous the Temple 

was burned by the Romans (in the second year of the 

reign of Vespasian) (VI, 4. 5, 8). 

(33) On the eighth day of the month Xanthicus, when 

the people were come to the feast of unleavened bread, 

signs appeared in Jerusalem. A great light shone round 

the altar (VI, 5. 3). 

(34) On the twenty-first day of the month Artemisius, 

a few days after the feast, a prodigious and incredible 

phenomenon appeared (zézd.). 

(35) On the twentieth day of the month Lous the 

raising of earthworks against the upper city was begun 

(V1.8. 2); 

(36) On the seventh day of the month Gorpiaeus the 

Romans brought their machines against the wall (VI, 8. 4). 

(37) On the eighth day of the month Gorpiaeus, in the 

second year of the reign of Vespasian, Jerusalem was taken 

by the Romans (VI, 8. 5; Io. 1). 

(38) On the fifteenth day of the month Xanthicus (in 

the fourth year of the reign of Vespasian) Masada was 

talsen (VIL A> τι; 10:1}: 

Scaliger °* and Usher** maintained that Josephus in 

his Sell. Jud. used the Roman, i.e. the Julian calendar, 

and that Xanthicus = April and Artemisius = May.” Ac- 

cording to this opinion, Titus’s burning of the Temple, 

% Joseph Scaliger, Opus de Emendattone temporum, lib. 1, Genevae, 1629. 

% Usher, Annales Veterts et Novi Testamentt, London, 1654, vol. ii. 

δ See further Usher, ἢ δ, and Scaliger, /. δ. 



MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 49 

which Josephus tells us took place on the 1oth of Lous, 

took place on the 1oth of August. But since Noris *® has 

shown that in the year 70 C.E. the 1oth of Ab could not 

have fallen on the toth of August, Clinton 57 and Ideler % 

inclined to the view that in Bell. Jud. Josephus makes use 

of the same calendar as in Azztzquities, i.e. the Jewish 

Calendar, only substituting Syro-Macedonian names of 

the months for the Hebrew names, Xanthicus for Nisan, 

Artemisius for Iyyar, Daesius for Sivan, Lous for Ab, &c. 

They illustrate this method of translating the calendar 

from Josephus’s fuller explanation in Avzteguities, where 

he states that Passover was celebrated in Xanthicus, which 

the Jews call Nisan, and also with regard to Hanukkah, 

that they celebrate it in Apellaeus, which the Jews call 

Kislev.°° Thus, too, when in Bell. Jud. Josephus states 

that Titus burned the Temple on the roth of Lous, on the 

same month and day of the month whereon the first 

sanctuary had been destroyed by the Babylonians, it refers 

to the 10th of Ab and corresponds with the statement of 

Jeremiah that it took place on the roth day of the fifth 

month, i.e. the toth of Ab.!°° Another proof frequently 

quoted is Josephus’s statement that the Wood-Festival was 

celebrated on the 14th day of Lous,'*! which seems to 

harmonize with the Mishnah.!*? The Wood-Festival is fixed 

on the 15th day of Ab. For though there is a difference 

of one day between Josephus and the Mishnah it is recon- 

ciled by assuming that part of the day before a Yom Tob 

96 Noris, Annus et Epochae Syro-Macedonum, p. 14, Lipsiae, 1696. 

91 Ἡ, Clinton, Fast Hellenic, 111, Appendix 1V, Oxford, 1895. 

% Tdeler, Handbuch, Ibid. 

99 Ant. III, το. 5; XII, 5. 4 and 7. 6. 100. Jer./54. 12. 

101 Bell. Iud. 11, 17. 6. 402 Mishnah, Taanit, IV, 5. 8. 

Le E 
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partakes of the character of Yom Tob,’” or by assuming 

a scribal error in Josephus, where 15 of Lous should be 

read instead of 14.'% By similar lines of argument many 

scholars have supported the view that in δε. Jud. Josephus 

used the Jewish calendar, merely substituting Syro-Mace- 

donian names of months for the Jewish names. 

This view was opposed by O. A. Hoffmann,!%° who 

maintained that except in a few cases where the interest 

is purely Jewish, the months are those of the solar year, 

since Josephus lived in the Roman environment and treated 

of these matters as part of Roman history. Hence the 

majority of the months in Bellum Iudaicum, as distinct 

from those given in connexion with the Jewish holidays, 

are months of the Julian year, though the terminology is 

Syro-Macedonian. Schlatter! is particularly favourable 

to this view, and adds the further proof that the months 

in Bell. Iud. have 30 and 31 days, which clearly refers to 

the Julian or solar year, for months of the Jewish year 

have only 29 and 30 days, never 31. 

Niese?°’ agrees with Hoffmann that the calendar in 

Bell. Iud., except where mention is made of Jewish 

festivals, is not that of the lunar cycle. Niese furthermore 

proves from Antiquities (III, 10. 5) where Josephus writes, 

‘On the fourteenth day of Xanthicus according to the 

lunar calendar’ (κατὰ σελήνην) that Josephus knew of 

another Xanthicus according to solar reckoning (κατὰ θεόν). 

208 Schiirer, Geschichte, p. 757+ 

104. Graetz, III, p. 472; Derenbourg, Essaz, p. 109, n. 2. 

105 Otto A. Hoffmann, /.c., pp. 4-17. 

106 Schlatter, Zur Topographie und Geschichte Paldstinas, 1893, pp. 360-7. 

107 Niese, ‘Zur Chronologie des Josephus; Ueber den von Josephus 

im Bellum Iudaicum benutzten Kalender’ (Hermes, XXVIII (1893), pp. 197- 

208). 
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But Niese does not agree with Hoffmann that the months 

in Sell. Jud. are Roman. For if they were Roman 

months it would be hard to understand why Josephus 

used the Syro-Macedonian instead of Roman names proper. 

According to Niese the calendar of δε. Jud. was not 

Roman, but the Tyrian, which was also a solar cycle and 

which was generally used in the Diaspora in Josephus’s 

days. Niese'’® in this connexion borrowed Noris’s proof 

that Josephus must have used this calendar when he 

recorded Vitellius’s death as occurring on the third day 

of Apellaeus ; for it is impossible to reconcile this date 

with Tacitus (7151. III, 79f.) that Vitellius died on the 

20th December, except by assuming that Josephus’s date, 

3rd of Apellaeus, refers to the Tyrian calendar. For it 

is only in the Tyrian calendar that the third of Apellaeus 

falls on the 20th of December (Julian).!°? To the authority 

of Niese may be added that of Eduard Schwartz, who is 

one of the few noted scholars who accepted Niese’s identifi- 

cation of Josephus’s Tyrian calendars.1!° The Tyrian 

calendar is herewith subjoined. 

(1) Hyperberetaeus 1gth October 30 days 

(2) Dius 18th November BO” 

(3) Apellaeus 18th December BO» 

(4) Audynaeus 17th January ZO 5, 

108 See Niese, supra. 

309 This was shown by Noris in his book, Annus et Epochae ..., p. 61: 

‘Tbi nomine Apellaei nec suorum popularium Casleu lunarem intelligit, nec 

ipsum Apellaeum solarem Antiochensium aliarumque in superiori Syria 

gentium, sed plane designat Apellaeum solarem Tyriorum, qui quidem 

Tyriorum mensis inibat die XVIII° Decembris; unde tertia Apellaei cum XX° 

eiusdem Decembris concurrebat.... . Iosephus Apellaeum mensem loca 

laudato Phoenicum more expressit’. 

No Ἐς Schwartz, ‘Christliche und jiidische Ostertafeln’ (Abhandl, d. 

K. Ges. d. Wissenschaft. 2. Gottingen, VII. Bd., 1905, pp. 138-69). 

E 2 
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(5) Peritius 16th February 30 days 

(6) Dystrus 18th March 241 

(7) Xanthicus 18th April Bry 

(8) Artemisius tgth May Bites 

(9) Daesius igth June Sates 

(10) Panemus 20th July Cees 

(11) Lous 20th August BO 5 

(12) Gorpiaeus 19th September 2. τ 

In the course of this study it will become clear that 

only by assuming the Tyrian calendar in the Bell. Jud. 

can the dates of Megillat Taanit be made to agree with 

the dates of Josephus.1!* We shall also prove that even 

those dates which Niese concedes as referring to the lunar 

calendar are not to be so construed. For the present, 

however, we shall content ourselves with disproving the 

arguments of Ideler which have gained for his view the 

support of many scholars, and which Niese and Schwartz 

did not attempt to refute. 

Firstly, the Bell. Jud. must be dissociated from the 

Antiquities. Unlike the Bell. [ud.. the Antiquities with few 

exceptions explicitly equates the Syriac with the Hebrew 

months as the following table clearly shows: 

(1) The Flood began in the second month called by 

the Macedonians Dius, but by the Hebrews Marheshwan ; 

for so did they order the year in Egypt. But Moses 

appointed that Nisan, which is the same as Xanthicus, 

should be the first month for their festivals, because he 

brought them out of Egypt in that month, so that this 

month began the year, although he preserved the original 

111 The year of the Tyrians began with the month Hyperberetaeus— 

October roth. 

112 See below, No. XXI, XXII, XXV, XXVII. 



MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 53 

order of the:months as to selling and buying, and other 

ordinary affairs. I, 3. 3; cp. Gen. 7.11, and Talmud R. 

ha-Shanah. 

(2) God commanded Moses to tell the Hebrews to 

make ready a sacrifice on the tenth day of the month 

Xanthicus against the fourteenth; the month is called by 

the Egyptians Pharmuthi, and by the Hebrews Nisan, but 

the Macedonians call it Xanthicus. II, 14.6; cp. Exod. 

12. 3-6. 

(3) They (the Hebrews) left Egypt in the month 

Xanthicus, in the fifteenth day of the lunar month. 

II, 15. 2; cp. above, No. 2, and Exod. 12. 1-43. 

(4) In the month Xanthicus, as the Macedonians call 

it, but the Hebrews call it Nisan, on the new moon, they 

consecrated the Tabernacle. III, 8. 4; cp. Exod. 40. τό. 

(5) Concerning the Festivals: The seventh month, 

which the Macedonians call Hyperberetaeus, on the tenth 

day of the same lunar month in the month of Xanthicus, 

which is by us called Nisan, on the fourteenth day of the 

lunar month. III, το. 1-6; cp. Num. 29. 1-39. 

(6) On the first day of the lunar month Xanthicus 

Miriam the sister of Moses died. IV, 4.6; cp. Num. 20. 1. 

(7) Aaron died on the first day of the lunar month 

called by the Athenians Hecatombaeon, by the Macedo- 

nians Lous, and by the Hebrews Ab. IV, 4. 7; Num. 

33. 38; cp. Tal. Taanit 9. 

(8) Moses died on the first day of the month, which 

is called by the Macedonians Dystrus, but by us Adar, 

IV, 8. 49; cp. Tal. Kiddushin 38, where the tradition of 

Moses’ death is given as having taken place on the seventh 

of Adar. 

(9) In the second month which the Macedonians call 
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Artemisius, and the Hebrews Iyyar, Solomon began to 

build the Temple. VIII, 3. 1; cp. 1 Kings 6. 1. 

(10) In the seventh month which is called by our 

countrymen Tishri, but by the Macedonians Hyperberetaeus, 

the Jews assembled together to remove the ark of God 

to the Temple. VIII, 4.1; cp. 1 Kings 8. 2. 

(11) On the twenty-third day of the twelfth month, 

which is called by us Adar, but by the Macedonians 

Dystrus, the second temple was built. XI, 4. 7; cp. Ezra 

6. 15; see also below, chap. VIII. 

(12) On the feast of unleavened bread, in the first 

month, which is called according to the Macedonians 

Xanthicus, but according to us Nisan, all the people 

celebrated the festival, having purified themselves, ac- 

cording to the law of their country. XI, 4.8; cp. Ezra 

6. 19-22. 

(13) All the Jews of the tribes of Judah and Benjamin 

came together, according to the decision of the Elders, on 

the twentieth day of the ninth month, which according 

to the Hebrews is called Tebeth [Kislev] and according to 

the Macedonians Apellaeus. XI, 5.4; cp. Ezra Io. 9. 

(14) In the twelfth month, which was called Adar, 

Artaxerxes made a wedding feast for Esther. XI, 6. 2. 

(15) That the Jews may defend themselves the very 

same day from unjust violence, namely, on the thirteenth 

day of the twelfth month, which is Adar (from the letter 

of Artaxerxes). - XI,/6, §2 ; cp. Esther 3.19; 

(16) On the thirteenth day of the twelfth month, which 

according to the Hebrews is called Adar, but according to 

the Macedonians Dystrus, they (the Jews) should destroy 

their enemies. ΧΙ 15; cp Esther oy, 

(17) They (the Jews) banded themselves together again 
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on the fourteenth day of the month Dystrus, and slew their 

enemies. /dzd., cp. above, 16, and Esther g. 1-18, 

(18) In the letter from Antiochus the Great to Ptolemy 

he said that he granted a discharge from taxes for three 

years to its present inhabitants, and to such as shall migrate 

to it (Jerusalem) before the month Hyperberetaeus. XII, 

3: 3: 
(19) On the twenty-fifth day of the month, which is 

called Kislev by us and by the Macedonians Apellaeus, 

Antiochus erected an altar on the top of God’s altar. 

τ᾿ 4 and! 8LI;7.'6 ρα Mace. 1. 59 5:4. 52. 

(20) On the twenty-fifth day of the month Kislev, 

which the Macedonians called Apellaeus, the Jews purified 

tie Semple. | XII, 7. 6 ; cp.:t Mace..4. 

(21) On the twentieth day of that month, which is 

called by the Jews Adar, and by the Macedonians Dystrus, 

the victory over Nicanor took place. XII, 10. 5; cp. 

1 Macc. 7. 49 and 2 Macc. 15. 36. 

Furthermore, it must be remembered that with one 

exception?’ all the dates mentioned in the Axtzguities 

occur in the first Twelve Books, which are directly based 

on Hebrew documents and traditions, whereas the sources 

of ell. Jud. are the contemporary documents of the war- 

time which were naturally dated according to the Tyrian 

calendar which prevailed universally in Syria. 

118 This exception is fully explained by the fact that his source 

was, as he himself states, the letter of Antiochus the Great to Ptolemy, 

and so there was no occasion for giving the Jewish month. Also in the 

latter books (XIV), where he gives the decree of the City of Athens, he 

uses the months mentioned in that document. In the decrees of the 

Romans, too, he gives Roman months, April, February, and October, 

Names of months were drawn from his sources. Comp, also Ant. 

VIII, 13-2. 
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Furthermore, the same passage in δε. Jud. concerning 

the death of Vitellius on the third of Apellaeus,’™ which 

is used by Niese to prove that the Roman calendar could 

not have been employed here as this would conflict with 

the testimony of Tacitus, who dates his death December 

20,145 can be used with equal force to prove that the Hebrew 

calendar is not in consideration here, for Dec. 20, in 69 C.E. 

corresponds to Kislev 19-20, and not to the third of 

Kislev.146 

Finally, the strongest proof advanced by Ideler regarding 

the Hebrew character of the nominally Macedonian months, 

which is based on the identification of the Wood-Festival 

on the 14th of Lous with the festival known to the Mishnah 

as the 15th of Ab, and which has thus far been generally 

conceded even by those who oppose the general inference 

drawn from this by Ideler, is open to serious criticism. 

For, as we shall show presently, this festival is none other 

than the Wood-Festival of the 1oth of Elul, and if our 

14 Bell. Ind., V, 11. 4. 
115 Tacitus, Aiis/., 11, 79. 

116 The third of Apellaeus was in 69C.E. close to the twentieth of Kislev. 

Lewin, Fasti Sacri, p. 354, London, rgoo, thinks in our texts of Bell. Iud these 

are scribal errors, and that instead of τρίτη ᾿Απελλαίου it should read K (20) 

Αὐδιναίου, because, according to Lewin, the calendar used by Josephus in 

Bell. Iud, was the Jewish one, and in 69 c.£. the 2oth of December fell 

about 2oth Tebet (Ginzel, Handbuch, Tafel IV). As Gumpach observes 

(Uber den alt. jiid. Kalender, Tabella 1, Leipzig, 1848), this was a leap year. 

But this year was not a leap year on account of being a sabbatical year 

(68-69 is a sabbatical year, see above). Those who believe that the 

Calendar is used in Bell. Iud. according to the Jewish months, see errors 

where they do not exist. Hence, Lewin who claims that for Apellaeus we 

must substitute Audynaeus, as well as those scholars who, because the 

Mishnah mentions 15th of Ab as a Wood-Festival, are determined on 

changing the 14th of Lous—mentioned in Bell. Jud. as a Wood-Festival—to 

15th of Lous, and thus proving Lous = Ab,—all these pervert the chrono- 

graphy of this work of Josephus. See further below, No. XXIII, p. 95. 
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theory is correct the identification of Lous with Ab must 

be completely abandoned.!" 

117 It is interesting to note that in Bell. Iud. Josephus mentions 15th 

of Xanthicus (No. 38) and makes no reference to its being Passover. 

Apparently in this year, 72 c.£., the 15th of Xanthicus did not fall on the 

x5th of the month Nisan. Masada was captured in 72 c.£., see Niese, /. c., 

pp. 2t1-12; Tillemont, Histoire, I, p. 655, and Ὁ. Zumpt, Annales veterum 

regnorum et populorum imprimis Romanorum, Berlin, 1892. 
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CHAPTER: VI 

THE GREAT REVOLT AGAINST THE ROMANS: 

ASSUMING that Josephus employed the Tyrian calendar 

in his account of the Jewish Revolt, it is still impracticable 

to identify the dates of Megillat Taanit before we determine 

the year of the Great Rebellion. The consensus of opinion 

is that the Revolt began in the year 66 c.E.48 Westberg,!” 

on the other hand, adopts the year 67, while Jost 1° main- 

tains that the war began in 65 C.E. 

Josephus twice refers to the Revolt as beginning in the 

twelfth year of Nero: in connexion with Cestius’s defeat,!”" 

and in an earlier passage telling how the rebellion broke 

out against the -Romans and Florus—on the 17th of 

Artemisius in the twelfth year of Nero’s imperatorship and 

in the 17th year of Agrippa.’ <A critical examination 

of these two passages shows that the dates cannot be 

placed in one year. For if the outbreak of the Rebellion 

occurred in the month of Artemisius of the twelfth year 

of Nero, then the defeat of Cestius could not have been 

in the eighth of Dius of the same year of Nero; for it is 

known that Nero became emperor on the thirteenth day 

of October 54 C.E.;'** and according to no calculation 

118 See Schiirer,-I1, 600; Graetz, III’, 451. 

119 Friedrich Westberg, Zur neutestamentlichen Chronologie, Leipzig, 1911, 

pp. 14-16. 

120 Jost, Geschichte des jtidischen Volkes, 11, p. 88 and note 31. 

11 Bell. Jud. 11, 19. 9 τάδε μὲν [ταῦτα] οὖν ἐπράχθη Δίου μηνὸς ὀγδόῃ 

δωδεκάτῳ | ἔτει] τῆς Νέρωνος ἡγεμονίας. 

122 Bell. Ind. 11, 14. 4. 115. See Tacitus, Ann. XII, 63. 
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could Artemisius precede Dius in any one year of Nero’s 

reign. For, whether Josephus used the Roman calendar, 

and Artemisius corresponded to May and Dius to November, 

or whether he used the Jewish calendar and Artemisius 

was lyyar and Dius was Heshvan, or whether his calendar 

was the Tyrian, Artemisius preceded Dius in the year of 

Nero’s reign. Therefore the revolt must either have begun 

in Artemisius in the eleventh year of Nero’s reign or else 

the defeat of Cestius occurred not in the twelfth but in the 

thirteenth year of Nero’s reign.'*4 

This seemingly insurmountable difficulty is satisfactorily 

solved by Unger.!” According to him Josephus counted 

Nero’s imperium not from the day on which he ascended 

the throne, but either from the beginning of the calendar 

year (January 1), or from the day of the Tribunicia Potestas 

(December 10). This theory finds corroboration elsewhere. 

Thus the date January 60 C.E. is described as Tribun. 

Potest. VII Imper. Consu. IV.12° Now the reckoning of 

124 Niese already felt (Hermes, 1803, p. 211) this difficulty, and he 

explained that Josephus counts the year of Nero’s reign not from the date 

of his accession to the throne, but from the first day of Nisan, 55 Ὁ. E. 

Thus Artemisius precedes Dius, and these months of the rath year of 

Nero fall in 66c.£. But Niese hereby contradicts himself, for it is his 

theory that in the Bell. Jud. the calendar of the months is not Jewish 

but Tyrian (/.c., 202-41). Furthermore, if it be assumed that Josephus 

employed the Jewish calendrical system in his computation of the years of 

Nero's reign, then the months of Dius and Artemisius in 66 c. Ε. would be 

counted in the 13th year of Nero’s reign, not the r2th. For, according to 

Jewish calculation, the period from the 13th of October, 54 c. £., when Nero 

ascended the throne, until Nisan 55 c. Ε., would be reckoned as a full year. 

12 Unger, ‘Zu Josephus’, Siteungsberichte der Miinchener Akademie, 

Philos.-philol. u. hist. Cl., 1896, pp. 383-97. 

126 See Henzen, ‘Eine neue Arvaltafel’, Hermes, 11, 1867, pp. 37-55- 

Th. Mommsen, Staatsrecht, 11, p. 755, n. 1. See also Stobbe, ‘ Die Tribu- 

nenjahre der rémischen Kaiser’, Philologus, XX XII, 1873, pp. 23-9. 



60 MEGILLAT TAANIT AND JEWISH HISTORY 

Nero’s imperial reign was dated from the day when he 

ascended the throne, October 13, 54 C.E., then the date 

January 60 C.E. could not be described otherwise than 

Imper. VI. If, however, we assume that Nero’s reign was 

dated from the beginning of the calendar year 54 C.E., 

or in other words that the first year of his reign ended 

with the calendar year 54 C.E., and hence January 1, 

55 C.E. marked the beginning of the second year, or, 

likewise, if the years of the reign were calculated according 

to the Trib. Potest., and hence the first year of his reign 

ended Trib. Potest. December 10, 54, then January 60 C.E. 

is properly described Imper. VII.!*7 This is also borne 

out by most of the coins issued in the fourth consulate of 

Nero (60 C. E.) whereon we find Tribun. Potest. VII. 

According to. this theory, the 17th day of Artemisius 

and the 8th of Dius in the twelfth year of Nero’s reign 

correspond to June 4 and November 25 in the year 65 C.E., 

and therefore the revolt is to be definitely dated in the 

year 65 C.E., and not 66 C.E., as is generally assumed, and 

consequently Vespasian’s command in Galilee began not 

in 67 °C. ἘΞ but in 66°c.£. “The date 65 Ὁ. τ. as the year 

127 See Unger, ὦ. c. 

128 Eckhel, Doctrina numorum, VI, p. 264. Accordingly they calculated 

the years of Vespasian, not from his ascending the Emperor’s throne, 

which, according to Tacitus and Suetonius, took place July 69 c.£., but 

from his tribunicia potestas ; see further, Mommsen, S/aatsrecht, pp. 752-4. 

129 Μ Le Nainde Tillemont, Histoire des Empereurs, shows that 

Cappel, too, heeds the view that Josephus counted the years of Nero’s reign 

not from the day of his ascending the throne, but according to the years 

of his consulate, and hence that the revolt began, not in 66 c.£., but in 

65 c.E. As Louis Cappel’s book is not generally accessible, I quote 

Tillemont’s excerpt verbatim: ‘ Joseph dit que la guerre des Juifs commenga 

au mois de May I’an τῷ de Neron [s'il conte ces années du 13 Octob. 54 au- 

quel Neron fut declaré Empereur, c’estoit certainement en 66, mais il 
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of the revolt fits in also with Josephus’s remark that it 

occurred in the seventeenth year of the reign of Agrippa. 

For it was after the death of Herod II (of Chalcis),!°° in 

the eighth year of Claudius,'*' that is at the close of 

48 C.E. or the beginning of 49 C.E., that Claudius decided 

to give the kingdom to Agrippa, which he did in the 

following summer.” Josephus, it may be assumed, counted 

the reign of Agrippa from the 1st of Nisan, as was the 

custom of Jewish kings™ (m?nd mw wen [03 ἼΠΝΣ, 
Rosh ha-Shanah 1), according to which the interval between 

the time of his ascending the throne and the New Moon 

of Nisan, 50 C.E., constituted year one, &c.’**, so that the 

seventeenth year of his reign began with Nisan 65 C. E. 

That the revolt broke out in 65 is to be seen also from 

the chronology of the Seder Olam, which gives the dynasty 

of Herod as 103 years (Seder Olam, ch. 30): mI mado 

ow ον aX prin. The dynasty of Herod dated from 

the beginning of Herod’s rule, early in 37 B.C.E., shortly 

after the death of Antigonus,!” which occurred in January 

37 B.C.E. According to Josephus Herod ruled thirty- 

paroist qu’il ne s’attache pas ἃ ce jour] puisque le 8 Novemb., suivant estoit 

encore selon luy dans la 126 année de ce Prince. [1] conte donc par les 

consulats, depuis le premier Janvier qui a precedé le 13 Octob. 54 ou qui I’a 

suivi. Selon le premier, la guerre a commencé en 65 et c’est le sentiment 

de Luis Cappel dans son abregé de l'histoire des Juifs’ (p. 121). Tillemont, 

Histoire, *Notes sur la Ruine des Juifs’, Note XXII, Paris, 1690. See 

also Scaliger, Emend. Temp., pp. 468-70. 

180 Bell, Iud., 11, 12. 1; Tacitus, Annales, XII (in the year 49 Cc. E.). 

131 Ant., XX, 5. 2; cp. Tacitus, Annales, XII. 

182 Clinton, Fasti Romani, 1, p. 32; Lewin, Fasti Sacrt, pp. 48-9. 

133 About his similarly computing the years of Herod, see below, p. 62. 

134 See Rosh ha-Shanah 2b. 

185 Βασιλεύσας μεθ᾽ ὃ μὲν ἀνεῖλεν ᾿Αντίγονον ἔτη τέσσαρα καὶ τριάκοντα, 

Ant, XVII, 8. 1. 

136 See above, p. 24. 
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four years. Herod died at the close of Adar 4 B.c. E.)* 

Now, from 37 B.C.E. to 4 B.C.E. there is only a period 

of thirty-three years. But doubtless Josephus’s chronology 

for the reign of Herod is based on the Jewish calendar 

according to which the month of Nisan is the beginning 

of the regnal year (cp. above). Consequently the New 

Moon of Nisan 37 B.C.E. marked already the _ begin- 

ning of the second year.°8 From the beginning of 37 

B.C. E. until the close of the summer or autumn of 65 C.E. 

when the Jews threw off the Roman yoke, and soon after 

also the yoke of the Herodian house (see further XXV, 

XXVI, XXVII, XXVIII), is a period of 103 years.8° By 

this we are to understand chronological years, not complete 

years—the terminal fraction of a year being accounted a 

year. The same is borne out by another passage of the Seder 

Olam regarding the wars between the Romans and the Jews. 

Ὁ ΌΞΟΝ bw (on bv) owbhs sy (orn) dynos by prwbran 
bw pha sy ooaos by pmb nan 03, 1bx pw [7 
mv sana ja nondo sy op Sy phan ow 27) ΟἿ 
ayo ow [woe] ny ΝΘ 32 [mato] nenboy. From the 

expedition of Severus (Varus) to the expedition of Vespasian 

seventy years elapsed, i.e. from the expedition of Varus 139 

137 See below, p. tor ; Schiirer, I, pp. 415-18. 

1388 According to the Talmud, if a king ascends the throne even in Adar, 

the time until Nisan is accounted a year. and with that Nisan begins his 

second year (R. ha-Shanah 3 4). 

189 In regard to the chronology followed by Seder Olam in its total of 

103 years for the throne of the Hasmonean house, see below in note 235. 

1440 By emending DI))DN, we get the only intelligible reading, 

Dyn) by phi (the expedition of Varius) ; so all scholars read, e. g. 

F. Westberg, Zur neutestamentlichen Chronologie, p. 17 ; Schirer, Geschichte, 

I, 421; Derenbourg, Hrtstotre, p. 194. G. Volkmar, Handbuch der Ein- 

leitung in die Apokryphen, 1, Tiibingen, 1860, substitutes DIDS for 

DINION, a supposed transliteration of the name of Sabinus who was 

Augustus’s legate in the year when Herod died, 
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in 4 B.C.E., shortly after the death of Herod, until the 

expedition of Vespasian, which according to our view took 

place in the summer of 66, there is chronologically a period 

of seventy years.'! Similarly, from the expedition of 

Vespasian, 66 C.E., to the expedition of Quietus, 117 C.E., 

there elapsed chronologically fifty-two years, i.e. by 

reckoning the terminal fractions of the years 66 and 117 as 

full years.'4?_ Finally, the interval between the expedition 

141 In place of ‘eighty’ there should be ‘seventy’ years. So Westberg, 

1. c.; Schiirer /.c. ; Derenbourg, /.¢; Volkmar, /.c., p. 84. That in this 

passage we must emend 80 to 7o we can see from another source. When 

R. Akiba, at the beginning of Hadrian’s reign, started his propaganda for 

revolution. he demonstrated to the Jews that now was the favourable moment 

for it, that the Messianic era was approaching, and called Ben Kozeba 

the Messiah ; in this connexion also he expounded the Messianic prophecies 

of Haggai (2. 6-9), (Sanhedrin 97b) NN W*YID YN) NT OYO NNH& Wy 

3129 mA aA ΠΝ ΝΟΥ on 55 ne nwytm,. . PONT nN) Dw. 
Now Rabbi Akiba developed it thus: ‘ Yet once a little while’, that is to 

say, Haggai prophesied another period of exile of Babylon, but it will be 

only a little while, OONW) Dwiren IY mba) naw D ya DWT nsdn 

mw, i.e. the first kingdom or domination of the Romans, extending from 

the expedition of Varus (4 B.c. E.) until the close of the year 65 c. £., when 

they threw off the Roman yoke, is a period of seventy chronological years 

(though in this period kings of Herodian family maintained royal state, and 

in a slight degree royal prerogative, possessing hardly a semblance of 

power,—their main cbject being to please the Romans, upon whose favour 

their position depended), The second period of foreign domination evi- 

dently was from the destruction of the Temple, 70 c. £., until the time when 

R. Akiba aroused the people to revolt against the Romans (and this was in 

the year 121 c.£.). But after these two periods of foreign domination— 

continues R. Akiba in his exposition—‘ 1 shall shake all the nations and the 

House shall be filled with glory’, i.e. the Messiah shall come. Rashi did 

not understand this comment of R. Akiba as referring to his own times, 

hence he was forced to give a far-fetched explanation. But see Hiddushe 

Aggadot of R. Samuel Eliezer Edels (Maharsha) on this. 

142 This shows clearly that the insurrection at the close of Trajan’s reign 

included Judea as well as the Diaspora, though Renan, Les Evang., p. 509, 

expresses his opinion that in these disturbances the Jews of Palestine took 
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of Quietus, 117 C.E., and the war of Ben Cozeba (Bar 

Cocheba), 132 C.E., was chronologically sixteen years. 

By similar calculation the war of Bar Cocheba continued 

into the spring of 135 C.E.1*3 and lasted altogether three 

and a half years. 

no part. Why did Trajan take Quietus, his best general, from the most 

hotly contested war and send him to a peaceful spot? Evidently the 

insurrection had spread so as to embrace the Holy Land, its residents being 

affected thereby. This is called ΟΡ by pindip, the expedition of 

Quietus. See H. Schiller, Geschichte der romischen Katserzett, 11, p. 562; 

Graetz, Geschichte, IV, p. 406; Lipsius, Zeitschr. ἢ, wissensch. Theol., 1857. 

Graetz, tbid., finds a difficulty in the chronology of the Seder Olam referring 

to these expeditions. He erringly identifies Polemos shel Aspasianos with 

the destruction of the Temple in 70 c.£. (for his understanding of the 

passage the traditional date 68 c. Ε. suited better), for his chronological com- 

putation produced neither seventy nor eighty years from the Polemos of 

Varus (or as he considered it of Herod) to the Polemos of Vespasian, nor 

did it result in fifty-two years from the Polemos of Vespasian to the 

Polemos of Quietus in 117 c.£. But when we regard Polemos shel 

Aspasianos as Vespasian’s invasion of Galilee in 66 c.£., the chronology 

adjusts itself admirably. 

143 See Schiirer, I, pp. 668-70. 
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CHAPTER VII 

MEGILLAT TAANIT: TEXT AND TRANSLATION.!* 

146+ yma ἼΒΟΩΡ NS pAnypor pa ΠΡ ΤΠ ¥ xd ot Nn pos 

xeon opine [Ava aon Iw]? ἸΌΝ) NNW Ὁ) [3] jo TL. 

amin sy pp Ἣν [)] ma xvonnr : [pa]! ἼΒΟΙΟΟ. xb 4 
168, ἼΒΌΟΡ δον (soya)! oan 

144 In editing the text of the ‘ Megillah’, I consulted Neubauer, Medieval 

Jewish Chronicles, 11, Oxford, 1895; G. Dalman, Aramdische Dialektproben, 

Leipzig, 1896; Derenbourg, Essat sur Phistoire et la géographie de la 

Palestine, &c., Paris, 1867, p. 442; Graetz, Geschichte der Juden, III, 2, 

p. 559; M. Schwab, Actes du onzieme Congres international des Orientalistes, 

Paris, 1897, 4° section, p. 199, and also some notes by Schwab, giving 

Dr. A. Marx’s views, in the Revue des Etudes Juives, 1900, pp. 266-8 ; 

Sedah la-Derek by Menahem ibn Zerah, 247 b-248, and also both the Talmud- 

Babli (in the Munich MS., and also photographs of MSS. of the British 

Museum and the Bodleian Library) and Talmud Jerushalmi. The Megillah is 

mentioned in Halakot Gedolot, p. 615 (ed. Hildesheimer), in Mahzor Vitry, 

p. 229 (ed. Hurvitz), and also in Kol Bo in its regulations concerning fasts. 

The ‘Megillah’ was first printed with the Seder ‘Olam Rabba and the 

Seder ‘Olam Zuta and Seder ha-Kabbalah Mantua, 1513. It was again 

printed—this time in Basle, by Ambroise Froben—in 1580, also in Amsterdam 

in 1711, and in Hamburg in 1757, with notes by Jacob Israel Emden ; 

Joh. Meyer, Tractatus de temporibus et festis diebus Hebraeorum, etc. 

Accedit ΠΤ nbin, Volumen de ieiunio, Amsteraedami, 1724. Besides 

Zs Fr 
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nysawa spond xb os nbev aw non asa ayawa™ IL 

xndm wy taped xb apr ΝΠΌΒ [np] ᾿ ΠΣ wy 
ΟΣ ybmone ma aysen pawya sober © sapn 2 pba 2 

spdyra[y mn] Τὸ 
swy' nwa say? Sap myn ol ἽΦΨ myaaea "9 IIT. 

eawyal? smnypa wor rw ma cw bs ΠΣ awy nna ΠΣ 
soSennar ana oxo beans 155. ΠΣ mean 

stapd xb] xn ἼΒΟ sy mona [wy] ΠΡΊΝ "5 IV 

this we have Warsaw and London editions. _Scholars who have done 

most work in connexion with our Megillah are Derenbourg, Graetz, Schwab, 

as mentioned above; J. Schmilg, Ueber Entstehung und historischen Werth 

des Siegeskalenders Megillath Taanith, Leipzig, 1874; P. Cassel, Messianische 

Stellen. An English translation of this Megillah is given by Edersheim, The 

Life and Times of Jesus, v. 11, pp. 698-700. See Steinschneider’s biblio- 

graphy in Geschichtsliteratur des Alten Testaments iiber Megillath Taanit, 

Berlin, 1885. A full list of the scholars whose opinions or views I cite I 

shall give wherever it is essential. 

M45 Parma, mNIynNd. 
146 According to the Jerushalmi (Taanit 66a): xb “T NOY nou 

naa ΡΟ ΠΡ xb panypp naa ἼΒΟΡ. Misa 1, Meg. 7106. 
147 Not found in Jerushalmi Megillah joc; in Jerushalmi Taanit 66a. 

148 DDN, Jerushalmi Megillah 70 ς ; Jerushalmi Taanit 66 a, jPN"T. 

149. Not found (in parallel) in Jerushalmi. 

150 Not found in Babli Taanit 17 Ὁ. 151 P, IPN. 

152 Not found in Parma MS. 

188 In M. MS. is SYI2YT NAN ANN NT Diz" spond xo. 

154 In P. fifth of lyyar; in Sedah la-Derek, On 17th of Iyyar. 

185 Not found in Babli Hullin 129 Ὁ. 

166 M. adds nysnmd xdn. 
187 Μ᾿ ΙΝ ΡΠ; in Sedah la-Derek, ἐξ Ὁ. 

158 In M. not found; in Sedah la-Derek no mention of this day. 

169 P, NMYIWI; M. ΘΝ. 

160), PN 3M. AW. 161M. I ADM wa AI ἼΘ ΓΞ. 

162 Babli Sanhedrin 91a: On the twenty-fourth of Nisan; Sedah la- 

Derek: 21st (of Sivan). 

165 P. yoy). δε P, orden tp. 
65 P. AYIINIA; Sedah la-Derek has }V2NI 152. 

166 Not found in P. 
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ΔΌΣ ΕἼΘ. ΝΟ os pons ye por aed awy nwona ΨΥ. 

sed span Ava pysayy 5 
stapn> xd oben sw noon [ov]? bea ayaa?” VI. 
robena () AMM)? ΝΟΥ [pa] Obwons) 17) aa swy nyaws 

reper xdopd sean ΠΣ pam piwya 
ΝΟ [Ὁ ΝΠ ΣῪΝ noone’? sqwna xndna VIL 

PIWYPI ΣΝ ΓΝ jd AND ἽΠΠΟΝ pwns 15 xnbm pawya VIII. 

xnbp nan ΠΣ Ayaen pawya sow [nw] npns a. Avo 

| | sana Sy pond 
oy]! aya ayawa Nn at po ano deo bpaa andna ΙΧ. 
mawya :[taond xb os] owsa an oy ΠΣ om?” ΔΊΣ [a0 

stpond xb poy gon ns py aya nem 
pat Sy xnw [1a] iain nabs seen payys X. 

nda ΠΣ pam pawya staprd xb ay oy 3 Φ 2 pana ΧΙ. 
som) wy spond xd xbond aymad moo ὝΝΥ ΝΗΡ 

rodent [dn] prsyoow Syone ara 
ΠΣ ΣΝ pana ΝΘ mys oy ΝΣ AywnI KONI XIL 
nwo ΓΞ Awy ΠΡΩΊΝΩ : ὍΣΣ oY ΠῚ awy Abn sy oY 
ma wy 8 nnwa.:tpond xb [pos]! an [vor] **° a ων 

167 Babli Baba batra 115b; Munich MS. has §°3DM). 

168 Babli Baba batra 155 b, NAYI. 

169 In P. MYA INA, likewise in Sedah la-Derek, 

170 Not found in P. Bim Ps pba M72 Not found in Ρ. 

18 Babli R. ha-Shanah 18b, NOD. 
14 Tn some editions by mistake ΣΝ. 

116 In Sedah la-Derek : ‘On the 22nd’. 1τὸ Not in P. 

WM. TY: 178 Not in P. 

179 Babli Yoma 69a: ‘On 25th’ (of Tebet). 

180 Not found in P., but it is in Babli Yoma 6ga. 

181 Babli Shabbat 21 Ὁ, f\J*N NIN ΠΣ) ND. 

182, ἘΞ NIN). 183 So in P. 184 Not found in P. 

285 So in Jerushalmi Megillah 7oc, Taanit 66a; Babli Taanit τ Ὁ, 

DNV ; in Sedah la-Derek this day not mentioned, In B. MS. it reads 

9D". 

186 So in Babli Taanit 18 b, Megillah 5b ; not in Jerushalmi’s parallels. 

187 Not in Jerushalmi, thd. 18 PS Niels 

F 2 
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yop ΠΣ awy!? myawa ΠΕΡ xb abv srw xvand 8 yaw 
mr ΠῚΠῚ par” may ods! ΝΟΣ xa node dy sony 
pawya :[pad nnn] ΝΘ any ἸῸΝ ma powya : [dene nad 4] 
sy] ame ἢ pay edt ΝΠ xnap xnwa ns ΠΣ NOM 
sox [ΝΥῚ nop [019] omby was wax bs md © [ssepnd xb 

200 ¢ abya 

These are the days on which one is not allowed to fast, 

and on some of them it is not permitted to mourn. 

I. (2) From [on] the 1st [until the 8th] of Nisan was 

established the Daily offering,—mourning is forbidden. 

(ὁ) From the 8th thereof until the close of the festival 

(of Passover) a holiday (of a week) was declared during 

which it is forbidden to mourn. 

II. (2) On the 7th of Iyyar was the dedication of the 

wall of Jerusalem, and it is forbidden to mourn thereon. 

(6) On the 14th thereof (was slaughtered) the Minor 

Passover, on which it is forbidden to mourn. 

~ 189 So in Jerushalmi Taanit 66a; J. Megillah joc. 

120 Not in Jerushalmi Taanit 66a, but is so in J. Megillah 76c. 

191 So in Jerushalmi Megillah joc; P. Dva55. 
192 So in Jerushalmi 70 c. 

198 So in Jerushalmi Taanit 66a and J. Megillah, zbid. 

194 Not in P. nor in Jerushalmi, zbrd. 

195 Jt is found in Jerushalmi Taanit 66d, and we read NDY b5 jy. 

196 P. RMN + DIN, so also Munich MS. 

197 Not found in B. 

198 Neither in J. Taanit 66a nor in J. Megillah 7oc; see the whole 

passage there. 

199 So in Jerushalmi, “δια. 

200 Gaster, in his article, ‘An unknown Hebrew Version of the History 

of Judith’ (see Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archaeology, reprinted 

March, 1894), is of the opinion that the passage in Cod. Heb. Gaster, 

No. 82, fragment 172a-173a, DO) TINA WY ΠΡΟΣ 1123 ὉΠ Ὁ 

oe WI ΟΡ» mye, refers to one of the holidays mentioned in our 

Megillah. 
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(c) On the 23rd thereof the garrison departed from 

Jerusalem. 

(4) On the 27th thereof was discontinued payment of 

the tribute (from Judah and Jerusalem). 

III. (a) On the 14th of Sivan the tower of the Fort 

was captured (see No. X XI). 

(ὁ) On the 15th and 16th thereof the people of Beth- 

shean and the valley were exiled. 

(c) On the 25th thereof the publicans were removed 

from Judah and gloat ae 

IV. On the 4th (16th) of Tammuz the book of decrees 

was removed (on which it is not allowed to mourn). 

V. (a) On the 15th of Ab, the day of Xylophoria, it is 

forbidden to mourn, 

(ὁ) On the 24th thereof we returned to our Law. 

VI. (a) On the 7th of Elul was the day of the dedica- 

tion of the wall of Jerusalem, on which it is forbidden to 

mourn, 

(2) On the 17th thereof the Romans evacuated Judah 

and Jerusalem. 

(c) On the 22nd thereof we began to slay the wicked. 

VII. On the 3rd of Tishri were removed the ‘ mentions’ 

on documents. 

VIII. (2) On the 23rd of Heshvan the Sorega was torn 

away from the ‘Azarah. 

(ὁ) On the 25th thereof the wall of Samaria was cap- 

tured. 

(c) On the 27th thereof they began again to Ἐπ the 

offerings of fine flour upon the altar. 

IX. (a) On the 3rd of Kislev the ensigns were removed 

from the Court. 

(4) On the 7th thereof (a holiday). 
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(c)'On the 21st thereof was the day of Mt. Gerizim (on 

which it is not allowed to mourn). 

(4) On the 25th thereof is the day of Hanukkeh : eight 

days it is forbidden to mourn. 

X. On the 28th of Tebeth the Sanhedrin sat in 

judgement. 

XI. (a) On the 7th of Shebat is a ey whereon it 

is not allowed to mourn. 

(4) On the 22nd thereof the work on what the enemy 

commanded to bring into the Temple was pie not 

allowed to mourn. 

(c) On the 28th thereof Antiochus (the king departed 

from Jerusalem. 

XII. (a) The 8th and gth of Adar ae. “π΄ 

and sounded blasts for rain. 

(6) On the 12th thereof is the day of Tria» see 

No. XXIX. 

(c) On the 13th thereof is the day ἐξ ieee 

(4) On the 14th and 15th thereof (are the days of 

Purim, on which it is not allowed to mourn. - 

_ (6) On the 16th thereof was begun the building of the 

wall of Jerusalem ; it is forbidden to mourn thereon. 

(7) On the 17th thereof the Gentiles arose against the 

refugees of Sepphoris in the province of Chalcis and in 

Beth Zabdain, but there came salvation (to the τὶ ; see 

Now XXX. 

(g) On the 20th thereof the people fasted for rain (and 

it descended). ἡ 

(2) On the 28th thereof the glad tidings reached the 

Jews that they were not to be restrained from the study 

of the Law. It is not permitted to mourn thereon. 

It is obvious that the text of the Megillah is arranged 
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according to the sequence of the months and not in chrono- 

logical order. To establish the historical meaning of the 

events commemorated in the Megillah, and to interpret 

these, it is necessary to rearrange the various dates in 

a chronological setting. The following diagram is an 

outline of the events which underlie the celebrations de- 

scribed in the Megillah, and which fall into four main 

periods: 

A. The pre-Hasmonean Period. 

B. The Hasmonean Period. 

C. Roman Period till 65. 

D. The Great Revolt, 65-66. 

E. Miscellaneous. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

A. THE PRE-HASMONEAN PERIOD. 

I. From [on] the New Moon of Nisan (until the 8th 

thereof) the Tamid was established. 

According to the Scholiast this holiday commemorates 

the triumph of the Pharisees over the Sadducees when it 

was decided that the daily offering (Tamid) should be 

provided at the expense of the community (paid for out of 

the public treasury), in opposition to the view of the 

Sadducees who maintained that it should be paid for by 

individuals. This is also the generally accepted view.? 

It does not explain, however, why the féte should be 

protracted over seven days nor does it offer a reason for 

the particular selection of the week between the Ist and 

the 8th of Nisan to commemorate that Pharisaic victory. 

The Scholiast lightly passes over these difficulties by 

assuming D”) DINwy DIY DMT ΓΝ, that the debates which 

ended in that victory continued for a week—the first in 

Nisan, but this explanation is without support or corrobora- 

tion. Dalman?” thinks that this holiday commemorated 

the setting up of the Tabernacle by Moses in the Wilderness. 

This is not acceptable since the Tabernacle is not mentioned 

at all in the Megillah. 

In my opinion, this holiday was instituted in memory 

201 Graetz, Geschichte, 111, 2, n. 1. See also Derenbourg, Essat, p. 444. 

Schwab, Actes du XI" Congres International des Orientalistes, Paris, 1897, 

Section 4, pp. 235-6. 

202 Aramdische Dialektproben, p. 32. 
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of the dedication of the Second Temple when the Jews 

returned from Babylon. The dedication is described in 

Ezra 6.15: Ὁ way... ὙΝ ΠῚ andn oy an ama wen 
mina as ΜΠῸΝ ma onan xmbi sa ssw andy wana ΟΝ ΩΝ, 
* And this house was finished on the 3rd day of the month 

Adar, ... And the children of Israel, the priests and the 

Levites, and the rest of the children of the captivity, kept 

the dedication of this house of God with joy.’ It is clear 

that the text must be emended, the correct reading being, 

not the 3rd, but the 23rd of Adar. The latter is found in 

the Septuagint and also agrees with 3 Ezra 7. 5, and Antiq., 

XI, 4. 7.2% In accordance with the prescribed require- 

ments of Exod. 29, the following seven days were D'>D Ἴ2), 

days of Consecration. This is also the tradition of the 

Talmud, which further corroborates the reading of the 23rd 

of Adar in the biblical text. The Talmud Menahot 45a 

reads: ὋΝ “Ἢ Ὁ ἼΩΝ med pny WOR AWD AW ATA “Ἢ 
ΠΟ wd J pAY FAD δ ΠΝ 0°32 IAspA odo. ΚΕ. Judah 

says: ‘ This passage is destined to be interpreted by Elijah. 

R. Jose said unto him: They observed the sacrifices of 

consecration in the days of Ezra even as they were observed 

in the days of Moses.’ The passage referred to by R. Judah 

is Ezek. 45. 18, M8OM) DON API 13 ἽΒ Apn wind Inxs pws 

wapon. What Rabbi Judah could not understand was the 

sacrificing of a bull as sin-offering on the New Moon, when 

the burnt-offering of a bull was really the New Moon offer- 

ing (Num. 28. 11). To this R. Jose rejoined that Ezckiel’s 

description of the sin-offering had no bearing on the character 

ofthe days as New Moon, but to the dedication of the Temple 

which was celebrated on that day, that is to say, just as in 

the days of Moses the seven days following the completion 

208 Guthe, Gesch., p. 248 and also D. C, Siegfried, ed. D. W. Nowack. 
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of the Tabernacle were days of consecration, after which 

the dedication proper was celebrated; so in the time of 

Ezra the seven days following the completion of the Temple 

on the 23rd of Adar were days of consecration, after 

which, on the 1st of Nisan, the Dedication of the Temple 

was duly observed by the sacrifice of the sin-offering (cp. 

Lev. 9. 2). It was on this day also that the Tamid was 

sacrificed for the first time, or in the words of the Megillah 

NTN opis, the Tamid was established, or re-established, 

and the following week, that is, until the 8th of Nisan, was 

observed as a holiday. 

In this connexion, the following passage in Seder Olam 

(ch. VII) is significant : ἽΠΝ 3) ὙΝ 2723 owdnA (DY 4 ) nna 

wb joa. One is naturally confronted with the ae 

whence did R. Jose, the author of the Seder Olam, derive 

the notion that the Tabernacle was set up ‘on the 23rd 

day of Adar’, when in Exodus it is stated explicitly 

sy Saxe poem ΠΝ opm wind smxa pwsnn enn pra (cp. 
Exod. 40. 2) and the actual setting up of the Mishkan 

is described in Exod. 40. 17, nwa AWA PNA wonsa way 

swnn opin wind Inx3.2% The view of R. Jose becomes 

even more perplexing when it is taken into account that 

Rabbi Akiba, who was R. Jose’s teacher, was of the opinion 

that the own > began with the 1st of Nisan, in. other 

words, that the Tabernacle was completed then and not on 

the 23rd of Adar.** If then R. Jose, his pupil, differed 

20! Cp, Ibn Ezra on Exod. 40. 38; Lev. 9. 1. 

206 Sire 68 ed. Friedmann: DIN WED D NCD YAWN ΟΝ ὙΠῸ 

ymax) 3735 wow jayden Save aw ΝῊΡ “Ἢ Np. This could 
only be if we consider the seven days of dedication as having commenced 

on the first of Nisan and continued to the eighth, and that on the eighth 

day Aaron and his sons began to offer their sacrifice while Nadab and 
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from his teacher, it is strange indeed that he nowhere 

mentioned the view of his teacher with which he was in 

conflict.?°° 

It is my opinion that the passage of Seder Olam here 

alluded to was corrupted, and that the writer incorrectly 

substituted Mishkan for the Second Temple, for in the 

Talmud the terms Mishkan and Mikdash are sometimes 

interchanged.*°? The second Temple was really finished 

on the 23rd of Adar and the seven days of Milluim con- 

nected therewith ended by the first of Nisan. In Seder 

Olam this was confused with the Mishkan. This corruption 

early misled the Tannaim and Amoraim, who relied on the 

Seder Olam, in the view that the days of Milluim in 

the time of Moses began with the 23rd day of Adar.?” 

II. From the 8th'thereof until the close of the festival 

(of Passover) a holiday (of a week) was declared during 

which it is forbidden to mourn. 

The explanation of this holiday according to the Scholiast 

is that it marked the triumph οὗ the Pharisees over the 

Sadducees, in the famous controversy regarding the date of 

Pentecost. The Scholiast does not explain, however, why 

this period of seven days before Passover should have been 

chosen as a memorial of that Pharisaic victory. It appears 

to me that these seven days were really an extension of the 

Abihu were burned, and so the seventh day of the purification of Mishael 

and Elzaphan, who had defiled themselves for the burial of their two 

cousins, fell on the eve of Passover. 

206 That the Sifra Leviticus 9 likewise experienced difficulty (Shemini, 

1X, 1) is shown from the passage 1) 2 ὉΠ ὮΝ %"), where it says TNR At 

εν) yw O°2)NDA jd, for the. apparent simple meaning of this 

WN Dy is the eighth day of Nisan, but in Seder Olam this is made to 

refer to the eighth day of Milluim. Comp. below, p. 119 note. 

207 Shebu‘ot 16 Ὁ: Erubin 2a, 

208 Comp. Sifre Numb. 44. 
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preceding week which is celebrated as a holiday following 

the dedication of the Second Temple, the motive being 

that as the time was close to Passover, the people could be 

induced to remain in Jerusalem to celebrate Passover by 

declaring the intervening period a holiday.?°° 

111. On the 7th (5th) day of Iyyar was the dedication 

of the wall of Jerusalem and it is forbidden to mourn 

thereon: 

The dedication of the wall of Jerusalem is mentioned 

twice in the Megillah as the cause of a holiday, viz. in 

connexion with the 7th of Iyyar and in connexion with the 

7th of Elul. According to the Scholiast the holiday in 

lyyar goes back to the dedication of the wall in the time 

of Nehemiah (Neh, 12. 27). Graetz 210 adopts the Scholiast’s 

view, saying that even though the wall was finished by the 

25th of Elul the dedication ceremonies were put off to 

the 7th of Iyyar when the city of Jerusalem was re- 

peopled.?!! 

209 Ezra 6. 19-22; Dalman, thid., p.2r. Dr. Louis Ginzberg suggested 

to me that this Yom Tob can be traced to the Hasmonean period: Before 

Judas Maccabeus’s victory over Antiochus and Lysias the Jews were not 

able to keep the sabbaths and festivals. The first festival which they were 

in a position to keep after the victory and dedication in Kislev—Passover— 

found many of the Judeans unclean (through contact with corpses), as 

battles continued to be fought. Being desirous to offer up the Paschal 

Lamb, they purified themselves in the seven days between the eighth and the 

fourteenth, and for this cause they made the whole seven days a Yom Tob— 

in remembrance of the seven days whereon they had purified themselves 

before the Passover in order to keep the festival—a thing that they had 

not been able to do while Antiochus ruled over the Jews. (See Maimonides, 

Korban Pesash and Notes of Rabad and Semag.) 

210 Graetz, Geschichte, III, 2, n. τ. 

211 Graetz, Geschichte, 111, 2, n. 1, and II, 2, pp. 143-9. 
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ΘΙ ΣΕ ΥΧ 

B. THE PERIOD OF THE HASMONEANS. 

IV. On the 23rd (22nd) day of Heshvan they tore 

down the Sorega from the ‘Azarah. 

By Sorega *!* they meant the structure of stones, inter- 

spaced lattice-work, in the shape of an altar, which the 

Greeks built in the ‘Azarah and on which they offered 

sacrifices. To this 1 Maccabees (4. 43-6) alludes when, 

after describing how Judas repulsed the Syrians (165 B.C.), 

it tells us that before they set about cleansing the Sanctuary 

in order to rededicate it, they first purified the “Azarah and 

cast out the stones from the Sanctuary and also tore down 

the altar. The stones. which they threw out from the 

Sanctuary were those which the Syrians had built up in 

the ‘Azarah for sacrificial purposes. Although 1 Macc. 

does not specify the exact date, still what it does say in 

that connexion, shows that it was before the 25th of Kislev 

(the dedication) and is to that extent in agreement with 

this interpretation of the Megillah. To this the Scholiast 

doubtless refers when he says: YM) ΠΩΣ DPD oy ΣΦ 35D 

pixvsin] jap ambys mxawn TW Apna mim [yy] wna ὩΣ royn 
20 DY ἘΝ now on, ... . WIND) [own.?18 

V. On the 27th of Heshvan they began again to bring 

the offering of fine flour upon the altar. 

According to the Scholiast this holiday commemorates 

212 See ‘Aruk, s.v. J0)D. 

218 See further Derenbourg, pp. 60-2; Schwab, Actes du Onziéme 

Congres International des Ovientalistes, section 4, pp. 213-15. 
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the victory of the Pharisees over the Sadducees in a con- 

troversy concerning the disposition of flour that used to 

accompany the animal sacrifices, the latter contending that 

it should be burned with the sacrifice, the former holding 

the view that this meal-offering ("N39) should be consumed 

by the priest. The explanations of the Scholiast, however, 

are not generally to be trusted, especially in his references 

to Pharisaic victories. He follows too freely a tendency to 

trace holidays to victories of the Pharisees when he has no 

other explanation at hand.*4* If the Pharisaic victories 

were celebrated in the manner described by the Scholiast it 

would be strange indeed that no holiday was instituted in 

honour of the decision with regard to the Water Libation,?!° 

or of other triumphs which were of far greater import than 

the point gained in the matter of the meal-offerings.*’® 

In no case have we in the Megillah a reminiscence of those 

debates. None of the holidays there enumerated com- 

memorate the triumph of one faction over the other. All 

point to incidents that were a source of comfort and gladness 

to the whole nation. There must, therefore, be some other 

significance to the holiday of the 27th of Heshvan. ‘From 

1 Macc. 4. 42-3 we learn that after Judas cleansed the 

Temple he chose for the Temple service such priests as 

were qualified to officiate. According to Lev. 6. 13, the 

priests who were thus anointed had to offer the meal- 

offering of fine flour. The High Priest, in particular, had to 
217 offer up the meal-offering daily. This, we may assume, 

was the cause of the holiday on the 27th of Heshvan. 

214 Cp. above, Nos. I and II, pp. 72-6. 218 Sukkah 48. 

216 Ἐς g the decision in regard to the question ‘ Dy’ Sap ?; see S. Zeitlin, 

‘The ten Takkanot Ezra’, JOR., N.S., vol. VIII, pp, 64-6. 

417 Josephta Menahot VII, 14. 
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Although 1 Macc. makes no mention of the meal-offering 

of fine flour, it is possible that this is alluded to in the 

letters which 2 Macc. cites as having been written to the 

Jews of Egypt καὶ προσηνέγκαμεν θυσίαν καὶ σεμίδαλιν, 

καὶ ἐξήψαμεν τοὺς λύχνους καὶ προεθήκαμεν τοὺς ἄρτους 

(2 ‘Macey ‘1. 8).5}5 

VI. On the 25th day thereof (Kislev) is the day of 

Hanukkah: eight days it is forbidden to mourn. 

This is but a terse way of putting the information given 

in 1 and 2 Maccabees, that after the purification of the 

Sanctuary they celebrated the dedication of the Temple 

eight days*!® in the 149th year (Kislev 25, 165 B.C.E,), 

and made it an annual festival.”?° 

VII. On the 28th day thereof (Adar) the good news 

reached the Jews that they were not to be restrained from 

the study of the Law. It is not permitted to mourn thereon. 

The Scholiast interprets this passage as commemorating 

the end of the Hadrianic oppression through the successful 

efforts of Judah ben Shammua‘ and his colleagues to have 

the former harsh decrees annulled. Graetz?*! in this in- 

stance accepts the view of the Scholiast, and dates the 

event accordingly, 139/40 C.E. This, however, seems im- 

possible ; because such a holiday could not have been 

instituted so late if it was recorded in the Megillah. Thus 

in Rosh ha-Shanah 19b, R. Meir and R. Jose dispute as 

to whether the festive days mentioned in the Megillah 

28 P, Cassel, Messianische Stellen des Alten Testaments ; Uber Megillath 

Taanit, p. ττι. ; 

219 Josephus (Antig. XII, 7. 7) calls this holiday Φῶτα (i.e. Feast of 

Lights). See, Geiger, Urschrift, p. 227; Derenbourg, Essar, pp. 62-3 ; 

Graetz, Geschichte. III, 2, notes 1 and 10; Schiirer, Gesch., p. 209. 

220 For the establishment of this chronological date see above, pp. 41-3. 

221 Graetz, rhid., n. 1, and IV, 185. 
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still enjoyed the same status after the destruction of the 

Temple. Furthermore, two generations earlier, in the days 

of R. Joshua and R. Eliezer, the provisions of the Megillah 

were no longer in force, as for instance in Lydda, where 

a fast was decreed on Hanukkah, “53 na9n3 ΠῚ MN AwWYD, 

and it is therefore inconceivable that a new holiday should 

be added in the times of Judah ben Shammua’, a disciple 

of R. Meir, to a calendar which appears to have already 

lost its sanctity. Derenbourg’s*** theory appears more 

plausible, that this holiday belongs to the Maccabean 

period when Antiochus V granted the Jews religious 

liberty. The epistle, which Antiochus addressed to the 

Jewish senate on this subject, was dated the 15th of 

Xanthicus of the 148th year. χρῆσθαι τοὺς ᾿Ιουδαίους τοῖς 

ἑαυτῶν δαπανήμασι καὶ νόμοις καθὰ καὶ τὸ πρότερον (2 Macc. 

11. 21). Derenbourg fails to explain the identification of 

Xanthicus with Adar. For, usually, Xanthicus corresponds 

to the Jewish month Nisan. If, however, we adopt the 

view of Usher, that at that time the Syro-Macedonians 

used the solar reckoning,””* it becomes possible that what 

is here called Xanthicus, the 15th, corresponded with the 

next to the last (i.e. 28th) day of Adar, the month before 

Nisan, the date on which in the words of the Megillah the 

glad tidings reached the Jews that they were not to be 

restrained from the study and observance of the ‘Law’. 

This took place in the year 164 B.C. E.7%* 

VIII. On the 28th thereof (Shebat) Antiochus departed 

from Jerusalem. 

222 Derenbourg, Essat, p. 59. 

28 Usher, De Macedonum et Asianorum anno solari, London, 1648. 

224 About this month Xanthicus, see Ideler, Handbuch der Chron., 

I, p. 426; F. Hitzig, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, p. 410; Clinton, Fast 

Flellenici, U1, Appendix IV. 
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This féte day commemorated an incident recorded of 

Antiochus Eupator who had besieged the Temple-mount.””° 

Judas and his army were no longer able to offer resistance. 

It was a sabbatical year, and their food supplies were 

exhausted. They would have been compelled to surrender 

to Antiochus. But Antiochus suddenly heard that Philippus 

was marching on Antioch to capture it. Then at the advice 

of Lysias he made peace with the Jews.?° This is what 

the Megillah alludes to when it says, ‘On the 28th of 

Shebat, Antiochus withdrew from Jerusalem.’ 

Such is also the opinion of Herzfeld.??7 Graetz 338 

refers it to the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, and inter- 

prets the Scholiast’s w1pna 550) 1 bry myn mywy yor to 

mean that Antiochus Epiphanes travelled into Persia and 

died there. I consider Herzfeld’s view correct: that the 

day commemorates the peace made by Antiochus V with 

the Jews. For the text of the Megillah reads: ΣΤΟΝ 

ὈΡΟΥ > DIowIN, and this fits in well with the fact of 

Antiochus’s leaving Jerusalem after concluding a treaty. 

The Scholiast’s observation as to the evil tidings is to be 

referred to the reports which reached Antiochus V con- 

cerning Philip’s advance which threatened to result in the 

capture of Antioch. This fact impelled him to leave 

Jerusalem to hasten to the defence of his capital, where 

he was killed not long after by Demetrius 1.329. The 

holiday dates, therefore, from Shebat 28th, 163 B.C.E. 

which was a sabbatical year.?*° 

IX. On the 14th thereof (Iyyar) is the Minor Passover. 

226 7 Macc. 6. 28-62; 2 Macc. 13. 1-26. 

226 See Derenbourg, Essat, p. 63. 227 Herzfeld, Geschichte, I, p. 280. 

228 Graetz, Geschichte, III, 2,n τ. 229 1 Macc. 7. 1-4. 

280 See about the sabbatical years chap. IV. 

Ζ. G 
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The commentators all agree that this is identical with 

the Pesah Sheni mentioned in Num. g. 2, which was 

instituted for the benefit of those who were unclean or, 

being ‘on a distant way’, could not reach the holy city 

by the 14th of Nisan. They were directed to celebrate 

the Passover on the 14th day of the second month.?*!_ It 

seems to me that in this connexion Pesah Katan has an 

entirely different significance. It was a holiday for the 

nation, not merely for those individuals who were debarred 

through the above-mentioned exceptional circumstances. 

The celebration of the 14th of Iyyar is to be connected 

with the disturbances caused by the wars. Owing to the 

battles which they fought against the Syrians, the Hasmo- 

neans, who were the chief priests, were away from the 

Sanctuary. during the Passover season (most battles were 

fought in the spring), and therefore the Paschal lamb could 

not be offered up in its season, and the Paschal sacrifices 

had therefore to be postponed to the 14th of Iyyar. On 

this account the 14th of the year became a holiday in 

commemoration of the victories over the Syrians. 

X. On the 13th of Adar is the day of Nicanor. 

The victory of Judas over Nicanor is mentioned in 

1 Maccabees as the occasion for making the 13th of Adar 

a holiday: καὶ ἔστησαν τοῦ ἄγειν κατ᾽ ἐνιαυτὸν τὴν ἡμέραν 

ταύτην τὴν τρισκαιδεκάτην τοῦ Addp (I Macc.7. 49; 2 Macc. 

15. 36). According to the account of 1 Maccabees that 

victory was in the year 152 A.S., corresponding in the 

162/I B.C.E.; being in Adar, it must therefore have been 

in τὸν BAG. Be 

351 See Graetz, III, 2, n. x; Derenbourg, Essaz, p. 444. 

232 See about this above, p. 12, and note 27. Comp. also below, ἢ. 312. 

See Derenbourg, p.63; Schwab, pp. 219-20; Graetz, III, 2 (p. 564) ; Cassel, 

pp. 81-4. 
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XI. On the 14th #24 day of Tammuz the book of 

decrees was removed. 

The origin of this also the Scholiast seeks in the 

controversies between the Pharisees and the Sadducees. 

I have shown above (No. V) that none of the holidays 

mentioned in the Megillah are to be traced to this cause. 

Cassel’s view is acceptable, that the event hereby com- 

memorated goes back to the time of Jonathan, and that 

the holiday was instituted because of the concessions which 

Alexander Balas and Demetrius granted to the Jews 

whereby all the decrees of the Greeks were annulled 

Ge Macc: r0).788 

XII. On the 7th (4th) of Elul was the day of the 

dedication of the wall of Jerusalem. 

This gala-day very likely goes back to: the time of 

Jonathan. See 1 Macc. 10. 45, where we are told that 

Demetrius gave his sanction to Jonathan for the rebuilding 

of the wall of Jerusalem, and even gave him money from 

his own treasury for this purpose. Another possibility is 

that it refers to a similar event in the administration of 

Simon, when he actually built the wall of Jerusalem, to 

which we find this reference in 1 Macc. 13.10: καὶ ἐτάχυνε 

τοῦ τελέσαι τὰ τείχη ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ, καὶ ὠχύρωσεν αὐτὴν 

κυκλόθεν.35: ᾿ 

XIII. On the 27th of the month Iyyar the tribute from 

Judah and Jerusalem was discontinued. 

The word! ΝΟΣ is the equivalent of ‘crown-money’ 

(στέφανος). which according to 1 Maccabees was relinquished 

by Demetrius II in 170 A.S. (143 B.C.E.) to the Jews who 

2328 See above, n. 165. 

288" Cassel; /x¢.,.p-.107 = 

234 See further, P. Cassel, /. c., p. 104. 
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had paid this tribute to the Syrians. By this act the Jews 

were raised to the status of an independent nation, and the 

yoke of the Gentiles was removed.”*° 

XIV. On the 23rd thereof (Iyyar) the garrison departed 

from Jerusalem. 

The year and the day in which the Greeks evacuated 

the fort are explicitly given in 1 Macc. (13. 51) in its 

account of Simon’s activities. The 23rd day of the second 

month in the 171st year (142 B.C. E.).7%6 

XV. On the 21st day thereof (Kislev) was the day of 

Mt. Gerizim. 

Josephus speaks twice at least of the destruction of the 

Sanctuary on Mt. Gerizim—in δε. Lud. 1, 2. 6, and in 

Antiq. XIII, 9. 1. In Talmud Babli (Yoma 69a), and 

also in the Scholia to this Megillah the dismantling of the 

Temple on Mount Gerizim is attributed to Alexander of 

Macedon, but it is well known that the Temple on Gerizim 

235 From this year, 170 A.S. (144-3 B.C.E.), they began to count the 

administration of Simon, but not the rule of the Hasmonean dynasty ; this 

they began two years later, i.e. in the year 172, when in a public assembly 

it was resolved to confer upon Simon and his descendants the principality 

of Israel. This took place on the 18th of Elul in the year 172 (141 B.C. E.). 

Kat ὅτι εὐδόκησαν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς τοῦ εἶναι αὐτῶν Σίμωνα ἡγούμενον καὶ 

ἀρχιερέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, ἕως τοῦ ἀναστῆναι προφήτην πιστόν (τ Macc. 14. 41). 

This statement of 1 Maccabees that the Jews accepted Simon as a prince 

for ever until a prophet should come, means that they gave the office to 

Simon and his descendants. (Comp. Ezra 2. 63; Neh. 7. 65.) And from 

Mw WN of the year 141 B.c.E., they began to count the dominion of 

the Hasmonean dynasty. To this allusion is made by the Seder Olam (XXX), 

when it says, DW WYN AND N2IDWN m5, the kingdom of the house 
of the Hasmoneans lasted 103 years; from that T3IWN WN of the year 

141 B.¢.E. until the execution of Antigonus, the last ruler of the Hasmonean 

dynasty in the beginning of the year 37 B.c. (see above, p. 61), was a 

period of 103 full years. See Merzbacher, Zeitschrift fir Numismatik, 1878, 

pp. 292-319. See also Graetz, III, 2, p. 565. 

236 See Graetz, /.c.; Schwab, /. ¢., p. 222. 
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remained intact until Hyrcanus destroyed it in the year 
ma 0; BUCS! 

XVI. On the 15th and 16th day of Sivan the inhabitants 

of Beth-shean (Scythopolis) and of the valley (of Jezreel) 

were deported. 

These two consecutive days commemorate the reign 

of John Hyrcanus, his sons captured Scythopolis and 

devastated the valley of Jezreel as far west as the mountains 

of Carmel after a victory over Antiochus IX, Bell. Jud. 

org Antig. X11; 10.'2—3: 

Josephus in Aztiquities, ibid. (282-3), tells of a miracle 

in connexion with this victory. While the sons of 

John Hyrcanus were carrying on the war with Antiochus IX, 

their father was officiating in the Temple; as he offered up 

incense, he heard a voice proceeding from the Holy of 

Holies, ‘Thy sons have conquered Antiochus.’ Leaving 

the Sanctuary he told it to the people; they took note 

of the time, and it proved to be true.”* This is similar 

to what the rabbinical sources tell us: {72 pny yoww AwyD 

smxd bret Sp anya {Π 05 Ν}] Depa ep nNsY ΟΡ na om 

AD ΠΠῚ AyYN AMA OYA INN and “Ὁ [DIDyDINI] N'ININI NIP 

237 Graetz, III, p. 566. According to Josephus the destruction of the 

Temple on Mount Gerizim took place two hundred years after it was built. 

Now Josephus states, Avt., XIII, 9. 1 and XI, 8. 4, 6, that the Temple was 

built by Sanballat for the sake of his son-in-law Manasseh, And that 

was in the time when Alexander the Great was in Syria, i.e. 333-332 8. C. E., 

which is to 128 B. c.E. more than two hundred years. 

238 Φασὶν γάρ, ὅτι κατ᾽ ἐκείνην τὴν ἡμέραν, καθ’ ἣν οἱ παῖδες αὐτοῦ τῷ 

Κυζκηνῷ συνέβαλον, αὐτὸς ἐν τῷ ναῷ θυμιῶν μόνος ὧν ἀρχιερεὺς ἀκούσειε φωνῆς, 

ὡς οἱ παῖδες αὐτοῦ νενικήκασιν ἀρτίως τὸν ᾿Αντίοχον. καὶ τοῦτο προελθὼν ἐκ τοῦ 

ναοῦ παντὶ τῷ πλήθει φανερὸν ἐποίησεν, καὶ συνέβη οὕτως γενέσθαι. 

289 Here, no doubt, we should read Ὁ 2 3 instead of δ ΣΝ, 

Derenbourg, p. 74. 
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ny) on inw3).74° There is hardly room for doubt that the 

days whereon the sons of John Hyrcanus won their victory 

over Antiochus and captured Scythopolis were, respectively, 

the 15th and 16th of Sivan, just as our Megillah states. 

XVII. On the 25th thereof (Heshvan) Samaria was 

captured. 

After a year’s siege, about 108 B.C.E., John Hyrcanus 

captured Samaria. According to Josephus (Sell. Jud. I, 

2.7, and Antzg. XIII, 10. 3) he destroyed it at the time 

and turned Samaria into a pond.*! 

240 Midrash-rabba on Canticles 8, 10; also Babli Sotah 33a; Jer., ibid., 

IX, 24 b; Tosefta, zbid., 13. 

241 Schiirer, I, p. 268, n. 22, and Graetz, II, 2, 566-7. 
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CHAPTER X 

THE ROMAN PERIOD. 

XVIII. ON the 3rd of Kislev the ensigns were removed 

from the Temple-court. 

ΝΠ is borrowed from the Greek σημαῖαι, meaning 

ensign. We see in this statement a reference to Pilate’s 

order to set up Tiberius’s statues in the squares of 

Jerusalem. Πεμφθεὶς δὲ εἰς ᾿Ιουδαίαν ἐπίτροπος ὑπὸ Τιβε- 

ρίου Πιλάτος νύκτωρ κεκαλυμμένας εἰς “Ιεροσόλυμα εἰσκο- 

μίξει τὰς Καίσαρος εἰκόνας αἱ σημαῖαι καλοῦνται (Bell. 

Lud. Il, 9. 2). 

The events which led up to this demonstration are 

described by Josephus both in Bell. [ud., cbid., and Antigq. 

XVIII, 3..1. When the Jews heard of the order of 

Pilate they petitioned Pilate not to set up the ensign 

of Caesar, for according to the Jewish religion it is forbidden 

to set up any image. Pilate would not listen to them and 

a few days later he summoned the people, to ask them 

whether they would consent to the setting up of Caesar’s 

statues in Jerusalem and the people decried the act. Then 

Pilate commanded. the legionaries to fall upon the people 

with their swords, but when the Jews proclaimed once 

more that they preferred death by the sword to violating 

a command of their religion, Pilate weakened in his resolu- 

tion and ordered the removal of the ensigns from Jerusalem. 

ὑπερθαυμάσας δὲ ὁ Πιλάτος τὸ τῆς δεισιδαιμονίας ἄκρατον 

ἐκκομίσαι μὲν αὐτίκα τὰς σημαίας ᾿]εροσολύμων κελεύει. 

(Bell, Iud., ibid. 3; Ant., ibid.) On that day the people 
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made a joyful demonstration, for, as the Megillah says, 

‘On the 3rd of Kislev the images were removed ’.”4? 

XIX. On the 22nd of Shebat the work ceased which 

the enemy commanded to bring into the Temple. 

This refers to the report of Caligula’s death which 

meant, among other things, annulment of the edict to put 

his statue in the Temple (Be//. Jud. II, 10. 5). The ex- 

pression Nnay n>wa is applied to the attempted installa- 

tion of that image which the Zidonian artists had with 

great pomp already brought to Sidon (see Philo, Legatio ad 

Caium, ed. Cahn et Rezter). 

We know that Petronius, desiring to give Caligula 

opportunity to change his mind, put obstacles in the way 

of those who wished to set up the statue, and that the 

work was entirely abandoned when he received a letter 

announcing that Caligula was killed (the assassination took 

place on January 24, 41 C.E.). 

The Scholiast, though differing slightly in details, sub- 

stantially agrees with Josephus.*4* He tells us it was the 

242 G, Dalman, Aramadische Dialektproben, p. 33. 

23 ayy Ana’ bana opoynd ovbyn mx opp: nowy ὮΝ 
poy wy py pyew ond oes an Sw pesan aw ov aay odvrnd 
N33 INDPIY JAWW Ὁ 5 DMP Onyoww oD 377 Son THN PRY ANDwI 

mn qora ops 2d awy so ay ΠῚ Sa mand ops awyy ows ΠῚΠ 
med ToxT xnvay noosa awe sia DepA wp may dip pow 

mor... pm doa) ὈΟΡΌΣ fy. opr ova] ΡΝ adsvad snd 
ond yrowa ... omad wap) wy ond ἼΩΝ pai ΠΟ ὉΠ mw 

ym nara san ΜΟῚ 52 mises oder dyna ὍΘ yaad ws? pata 
(π Ὁ) ponno Dpyy onaw Ty ond tox mow prnnny DYpyy 
pow is)... pons yennd oeway oonted ypysr wonnn [p>] 
yin xd saxn by pen Sy opwa poo yaw ΟΝ ta ΠῚ yaad 
ya tp pny idea. odpp3 Δ ΠΣ mos Ὁ nese sy pseanand 
3D DY IMNwY,.. DYT MN)... DDSyM MN. Comp. also Tosefta 
Sotah 12. 
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day whereon the images sent by ὈΡΡΌΣ (evidently corrup- 

tion of ‘Caius Caligula’) would have been set up in the 

Temple. Report (of the Emperor’s purpose) came to 

Jerusalem on the eve of Succoth. Simon the Just, however, 

said to them, ‘Celebrate your feasts joyfully, for none of 

these things which you have heard shall come to pass. He 

who caused his divine presence to dwell in this house, just 

as he brought to pass miracles for our ancestors in every 

generation, so will he do for us likewise.’ He heard a 

voice from the Holy of Holies which said that the work 

was stopped which the enemy commanded to bring into the 

Temple; Gaskolas is killed and his decree is nullified. 

And when he saw that the Romans continued to come to 

the city he said to the Jews, ‘Go out to meet them.’ But 

when the Jews learned of the matter (of the images), they 

said, ‘We will die, all of us, rather than allow Caesar’s 

images to be set up.’ They cried and supplicated the 

legate (Petronius). Said he (the legate) to them, ‘ Where- 

fore cry and pray ye (to the legate) (to me), pray ye unto 

your God to save you.’ When the legate reached the city 

he saw the people covered in the streets in sackcloth and 

ashes. He had hardly reached Antipatris when a letter 

reached him announcing the death of Gaskolas (Caius 

Caligula) and his decrees were annulled. That day they 

made a holiday.** 

XX. On the 16th of Adar they began to build the wall 

of Jerusalem. 

The holidays of Iyyar 7th and Elul 7th commemorate 

dedicatory exercises in connexion with the walls of 

Jerusalem, while on this, the 16th of Adar, we are told 

244 Graetz, III, 2, 573 and note 21 ; Derenbourg, p. 207, n. 1; Schwab, 

244-6; Schiirer, pp. 495-506. 
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‘they began to build the wall of Jerusalem’. Graetz sees 

therein a reference to the beginning which was made on 

the wall of Jerusalem and on the fortification of the suburb 

Parva by Agrippa I in 42-3 B.c.E.%° He did not complete 

these operations as the Emperor Claudius bade him to desist 

from the work.**® 

2t6 Comp. Shebu‘oth 16a; Tosefta Sanhedrin, III : Sw natn 56 

pep ward en an ann pvdenny. 
343 See Bell. Inud., I, 4, 6 ; Graetz, III, 2, p. 575. 
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CHAP ΕΚ XT 

THE GREAT WAR AGAINST THE ROMANS. 

XXI. ON the 14th of Sivan the tower of the fort was 

captured. 

The Scholiast thus explains navy δ DN 3 Dp Ὑ 

Ἵ maw... oy oa ayn om dened am wm mina pa 
OV IMS DNA δ Swi) DWD DINSIM Ὁ 39 ὈΝΟΠ 33 

2D oY MKXwy Mwasw. ‘This is Caesarea, daughter of Edom, 

dwelling among the sands. It was a thorn in the side 

of Israel in the days of the Greeks, and when the Hasmo- 

neans grew powerful they conquered it and deported its 

population and settled Jews in its midst. The day on 

which Caesarea was conquered they made a holiday.’ 

Graetz 47 argues against the Scholiast’s explanation 

showing that until the time of Herod, Caesarea continued 

to be inhabited entirely by Syrians and Greeks. It was 

Herod who settled Jews in that city. Graetz therefore 

suggests that this holiday indicated the period of Simon 

the Hasmonean. In this case, however, the text ought to 

read ἫΝ M3 NNN and not Ἣν Sn. 
It appears to me that this holiday is connected with 

the Revolt, marking in fact, its outbreak, the first Jewish 

victory (over Florus). As Josephus (Be//. Jud. II, 15. 6) 

tells us, the priests and the people captured the towers 

of the fortress Antonia which joined that fortress with 

the Sanctuary; through their thus establishing themselves 

247 Graetz, III, 2, p. 565. 
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firmly there and thence controlling the whole city, Florus 

was compelled to give up Jerusalem.™* The Antonia was 

originally called the citadel or tower. Josephus often calls 

it Baris (Bapis),2*? phonetically allied to its Hebrew desig- 

nation ΠῚ 2Π,250 and only later when the tower was rebuilt 

by Herod, he named it Antonia in honour of his patron 

Antony. This citadel was situated on the north side of 

the Temple, and was originally built by the Hasmoneans.”" 

The date of the Megillah, the 14th of Sivan, harmonizes 

with the date which Josephus assigns to the capture of 

Antonia, and thus significantly corroborates our interpreta- 

tion. Josephus says that on the 16th and 17th of Artemisius 

there were riots in Jerusalem, and that the people swarmed 

about the army of Florus.%? Not long after, the priests 

and the people succeeded in driving out the Romans, and 

taking possession of the environs of the Temple. They 

tore down the columns connecting the Temple and the 

Antonia. All this took place in the twelfth year of Emperor 

Nero, and, as we have proved, this was 65 C.E. In 65 C.E. 

238 See Bell. Iud. Il, 15. 5-6 Oi δὲ στασιασταὶ δείσαντες μὴ πάλιν ἐπελθὼν 

ὁ Φλῶρος κρατήσῃ τοῦ ἱεροῦ διὰ τῆς ᾿Αντωνίας, ἀναβάντες εὐθέως τὰς συνεχεῖς 

στοὰς τοῦ ἱεροῦ πρὸς τὴν ᾿Αντωνίαν διέκοψαν. τοῦτ᾽ ἔψυξεν τὴν Φλώρου πλεονεξίαν" 

τῶν γὰρ τοῦ θεοῦ θησαυρῶν ἐφιέμενος καὶ διὰ τοῦτο παρελθεῖν ἐπιθυμῶν εἰς τὴν 

᾿Αντωνίαν, ὡς ἀπερράγησαν αἱ στοαί, τὴν ὁρμὴν ἀνετράπη, καὶ μεταπεμψάμενος 

τούς τε ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ τὴν βουλὴν αὐτὸς μὲν ἐξιέναι τῆς πόλεως ἔφη, Bell. 7μά. 

II, 330-2. 

49 4nt, XV, 11.4; XVIII, 4.3; Bell. Ind. 1, 3.33 5. 4. 

250 See Graetz, 1]. 2, p. 145. 

2δι Κατὰ δὲ τὴν βύρειον πλευρὰν ἀκρόπολις ἔγγώνιος εὐερκὴς ἐτετείχιστο 

διάφορος ἐχυρύτητι. ταύτην οἱ πρὸ “Hpwoov τοῦ ᾿Ασαμωναίων γένους βασιλεῖς 

καὶ ἀρχιερεῖς ὠκοδόμησαν καὶ βᾶριν ἐκάλεσαν... τότε δ᾽ οὖν ὁ τῶν Ἰουδαίων 

βασιλεὺς Ἡρώδης καὶ ταύτην τὴν βᾶριν ὀχυρωτέραν κατασκευάσας ἐπ᾽ ἀσφαλείᾳ 

καὶ φυλακῇ τοῦ ἱεροῦ, χαριζόμενος ᾿Αντωνίῳ φίλῳ μὲν αὐτοῦ Ῥωμαίων δὲ ἄρχοντι 

προσηγόρευσεν ᾿Αντωνίαν (Ant. XV, τι. 4). 

#62 See Bell. Ind. 11, 15. 1-2. 
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the 17th of Artemisius (4th of June) fell on the roth of 

Sivan,”* and according to Josephus the dismantling of 

Antonia took place several days after the happenings of the 

17th of Artemisius, which is quite in agreement with the 

14th of Sivan in the Megillah. 

XXII. On the 25th (21st) of Sivan the publicans were 

removed from Judah and Jerusalem. 

The Scholiast explains this paragraph with an Alexan- 

drian legend. When the Ishmaelites, the Canaanites, and 

the Egyptians made common cause against the Jews, 

and complained to the Macedonian conqueror that the 

birthright belonged to Ishmael, that the land belonged 

to Canaanites, &c., Gebiha ben Pesisa, with the counsel of 

the Sages, controverted them and, adducing proofs from 

the Torah that the birthright and the land belonged to 

Israel, won his case, and that day was immediately de- 

clared a Yom Tob.“ Graetz > has rightly pointed out 

that the ‘s2012) were the Roman publicans or tax-farmers. 

The holiday is to be explained from the fact that after the 

defeat of Florus and his retreat from the city the people 

ceased to pay tribute to Caesar. This fact is mentioned 

by Josephus; namely, that when Agrippa spoke to the 

28 Ginzel, Handbuch der mathematischen und technischen Chronologie. 

Tafel III. The beginning of the month was sometimes observed two days 

after the re-birth of the Moon, according to a statement in Rosh ha-Shanah 

20-21 b; see also Wieseler, Chronologische Synopse, p. 444. 

4 ὙΠ» ony ἸΝΔῚ maa dy ΝΣ dy ὙΠΟ Sxyow* 22 waws 
(x72) pnd ΩΝ ὈΠῸΝ fT 1 Ἕ ΣΝ DMD) OMI NY ΠΕ 

ona) 37... ἘΠΙῸΝ IW... [Mw ὦ yn] n’pond ... ND’DD j3 

yma)... MYO) ONYD OND ID Miya Ὡσπ omni Tw (Οὐ δὼ onws 

ΔΘ DY DVAIMS WYANT My sAY AY ΠΡῚΝ... 

255 Graetz, 11], 2, pp. 573-4. See also Derenbourg, p. 46, n. 2; Schwab, 

pp. 246-7. 
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people in favour of peace he reproved them for having 

ceased to pay tribute to Caesar: ἀλλὰ τὰ ἔργα, ἔφη, 

“Ρωμαίοις ἤδη πολεμούντων ἐστίν" οὔτε yap Καίσαρι δεδώ- 

κατε τὸν φόρον καὶ τὰς στοὰς ἀπεκόψατε τῆς Ἀντωνίας 

(Bell. Πα. II, 16. 5). Comparing the two items in the 

Megillah, we see that it was only shortly after the defeat 

of Florus on the 14th of Sivan that the people ceased to 

pay tribute to Caesar, on the 25th day thereof. 

XXIII. On the 17th of Elul the Romans evacuated 

Jerusalem. 

Graetz*°® rightly connects this celebration with the 

Great Revolt. But he errs in identifying this holiday with 

the request of the Roman army to the Jews to allow them 

peacefully to evacuate the forts (Bel/. Jud. II, 17. 10). 

According to Josephus none of the Romans (excepting 

Metillius, who saved his life by becoming a Jew) left 

Jerusalem, for when they left the forts the Jews killed 

them.”? Our Megillah, however, says distinctly ‘soi \pD3 

ΡΟ, besides which the incident just cited (according 

to Josephus, zdzd., 8-10) did not take place until after 

Gorpiaeus 6th or September 24th, which this year fell on 

Tishri*? 

Graetz fell into error through assuming that Loiis and 

Gorpiaeus were Jewish months clothed in Syro-Macedonian 

names, the former being Ab and the latter Elul. This 

view seemed to find support in Josephus’s (Bell. Jud. 11, 

17. 6-7) relation of the Jews’ triumph over Agrippa’s army 

after the wood-festival of the 14th Loiis: τῆς τῶν ξυλοφορίων 

266 Graetz, p. 574. 

287 Οἱ μὲν οὖν οὕτως ὠμῶς ἀπεσφάγησαν ἅπαντες πλὴν Μετιλίου, τοῦτον γὰρ 

ἱκετεύσαντα καὶ μέχρι περιτομῆς ἰουδαίσειν ὑποσχόμενον διέσωσαν μόνον. μέχρι περιτομῇ χόμ 
258 See below, XXV, p. 98. 
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ἑορτῆς... τῇ δ᾽ ἑξῆς, πεντεκαιδεκάτη δ᾽ ἦν Λώου μηνός. 

This wood-festival is assumed to have been identical with 

that of the 15th of Ab, which is mentioned in the Mishnah 

(Taanit 26a) and in the Megillah. Graetz even suggests 

that in our copies of Josephus, 15th of Loiis should be 

read for the 14th.%® There is no valid proof for this 

identification, and there is even less justification for this 

forced emendation. In fact there were nine times appointed 

in the year which were known as wood-festivals. Thus 

Taanit 26a, ΠΡ oMnDM DYNA ὟΝ jor. As I have demon- 

strated above, the months in Sell. Jud. were not Jewish 

months, but the months of Tyre, which were used in Syria 

(see above). The month of Loiis therefore (in Lel/. Jud.) 

might be either Ab or Elul, and the wood-festival men- 

tioned in Bell. Jud. consequently need not at all be that 

of the 15th of Ab. We may, however, infer that in the 

year 65 C.E. the 14th of Loiis fell on September 2,7 

and this coincides significantly with the roth of Elul, which 

is one of the wood-festivals mentioned in the Mishnah.?*! 

The event of the 17th of Elul, which is mentioned in the 

Megillah, therefore took place about a week after the 14th 

of Loiis, which was none other than the defeat which the 

Jews inflicted on the army of Agrippa and the army of 

the Romans, according to Josephus, a few days after the 

15th of Loiis. On this occasion Agrippa’s army was 

forced to capitulate in order to secure safe egress from 

the city, which the Jews allowed, and they departed (Ze//. 

Iud., ibid. 8): οἱ δὲ ἔνδοθεν πρός τε τὸν Μανάημον καὶ τοὺς 

369 Graetz, pp. 458, 571; Derenbourg, pp. 109-10, n. 2. See Noris, 

Annus et epochae Syro-Macedonum, I, p. 51; Wieseler, Chronol. Synopse, 

Ρ. 448; Schiirer, I, p. 757- 

360 See below, No. XXV, p. 98. 

261 According to the Munich MS. and also British Museum MS, 
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ἐξάρχοντας τῆς στάσεως ἔπεμπον, ἀξιοῦντες ἐξελθεῖν ὑπό- 

σπονδοι, καὶ δοθὲν μόνοις τοῖς Βασιλικοῖς καὶ τοῖς ἐπιχωρίοις 

οἱ μὲν ἐξήεσαν. This, then, is what the Megillah refers 

to when it says, ‘On the 17th of Elul the Romans evacuated 

Jerusalem’ (Agrippa’s troops). 

XXIV. On the 22nd day thereof they began again to 

slay the wicked. 

Graetz and Derenbourg * understand the Scholiast to 

refer the origin of this holiday to the Hasmonean era. It is 

doubtful, however, whether this was the meaning of the 

Scholiast. These are his words : nynw 76 [O43] Dw yw 25d 

wey sy onaw opera Ἢ mde pdiov ΝΠ ὉΠ dy Sew pasa 
omy wa... wy dy awn wy ox om aydy ond wnnn jon 
ownm. ‘While the Greeks (gentiles) were staying in Judea, 

the Jews could not punish the wicked among them. After 

they departed, however, the Jews waited three days for the 

wicked to show repentance. When they did not repent, 

judgement was passed upon them and they were executed.’ 

In any event this interpretation of the Scholiast is not 

acceptable. The incident here depicted happened less than 

a week after Agrippa’s departure from Jerusalem. The 

refusal of the ‘wicked’ describes the attitude of the Roman 

soldiers who would not surrender and give up their weapons 

to the Jews. The Jews waited until the 22nd of Elul, but 

the Romans were still defiant and the Jews again attacked 

the stronghold and killed the Romans, ἀθυμία δὲ τοὺς 

Ρωμαίους καταλειφθέντας μόνους ὑπέλαβεν" οὔτε yap 

βιάσασθαι τοσοῦτον πλῆθος ἐδύναντο καὶ τὸ δεξιὰν αἰτεῖν 

ὄνειδος ὑπελάμβανον, πρὸς τῷ [τὸ] μηδὲ πιστεύειν εἰ διδοῖτο. 
4 Ν Ν , e D247 ee. \ 

καταλιπόντες δὴ τὸ στρατόπεδον ws εὐάλωτον ἐπὶ τοὺς 

262 Graetz, /.c., p. 565; Derenbourg. ἐ. c, p. 69. 

268 According to Parma MS. 
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βασιλικοὺς ἀνέφυγον πύργους, τόν τε Ἱππικὸν καλούμενον 

καὶ τὸν Φασάηλον καὶ τὸν Μαριάμμην (Bell. Lud. 11,17. 8). 

XXV. On the 3rd of Tishri was removed the ‘ mention- 

ing’ from documents. 

According to the Scholiast this item belongs to the 

Hasmonean period. When the Hasmoneans conquered 

the Greeks they decreed that the Divine Name should be 

mentioned in public documents, that all documents should 

bear the formula ‘in such and such a year of Johanan, high 

priest to the most high God’, &c. Subsequently the sages 

annulled the decree on the ground that after the expiration 

of the deed the bill would be discarded and thus the name 

written thereon would be exposed to indignity. 

Graetz** thinks that this goes back to the time when 

the Pharisees had abolished the use in documents of the 

phrase wy 5y$ Syn tna... pa mwa since Alexander 
- Tannaeus had become a Sadducee. 

It is my belief, however, that this holiday can safely be 

assigned to the Revolutionary period. After the Judean 

victory over Agrippa’s army on the 17th of Elul and after 

the incidents of Elul 22nd, when the Romans were com- 

pelled to flee and find refuge in the fortresses of the king, 

the Jews succeeded on the 3rd of Tishri in capturing and 

setting fire to the royal palaces and in exterminating the 

enemy. Thereby the Jews completely threw off the yoke 

of the Romans as well as their allegiance to King Agrippa. 

It then became natural to remove the names of the Caesar 

and Agrippa from the public documents and coins. Until 

then it had been customary to write in all documents, ‘in such 

and such a year of the imperium of such and such a Caesar 

264 Graetz, III, 2, p. 572 ; Schwab, pp. 228-9; see also Geiger, Urschri/t, 

Pp: 34 nr. 

Ze H 
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at Rome’. Now, however, when they had won a victory 

over the Romans and had burned Agrippa’s palace, they 

ceased writing in documents the number of the year of the 

reigning emperor. It is quite likely that about the same 

time new coins were issued with the legend AnwxIn wn 

Savy ndwas. The symbol thereon was, in consonance with 

the character of the approaching festival, the four species 

in the Lulab, while on reverse was the representation of 

a Sukkah.?6 

That our identification is correct is seen from Josephus 

who dates the above event definitely on the 6th of Gorpiaeus 

(Bell. Iud. 11, 17. 8). οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Μανάημον εἰσπεσόντες 

ὅθεν οἱ στρατιῶται διέφυγον ὅσους τε αὐτῶν κατελάμβανον 

μὴ φθάσαντας ἐκδραμεῖν διέφθειραν, καὶ τὰς ἀποσκευὰς 

διαρπάσαντες ἐνέπρησαν τὸ στρατόπεδον. ταῦτα μὲν οὖν 

ἕκτῃ Τορπιαίου μηνὸς ἐπράχθη. The 6th of Gorpiaeus 

(24th September) in 65 C.E. was the 3rd οἵ Tishri.?° 

Thus, too, this paragraph of the Megillah harmonizes 

with what we have shown above independently, that from 

the 14th of Loiis to the 6th of Gorpiaeus is 23 days (17 +6), 

while from roth of Elul to the 3rd of Tishri is also 23 days 

(20+ 3). In this connexion it may further be pointed out 

that all these victories were the work of Menahem,”®7 son 

265 Graetz, III, pp. 469-70 and note 30. 

266 The beginning of the month Tishri in the year 65 c.£. was 22nd of 

September, see F. K. Ginzel, Handbuch der mathematischen und technischen 

Chronologie, 11, Tafel I1I-IV, Leipzig, 1911. See above, note 253. 

267 It may have been due to the popularity of this man Menahem who 

threw off the yoke of Rome and the Herodian dynasty from the Jews that 

they gave the name Menahem to the Messiah, or it is even possible that 

they called him Messiah. The Talmud says the name of Messiah ‘is 

Menahem, son of Hezekiah, DY ΠΡῚΠ 13 OND, Sanhedrin 98b, and 

in Midrash Rabba (to Lam. 1) also it is stated that his name is Menahem 

and the name of his father is Hezekiah. Comp. also Jer. Berakot 5. 
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of the well-known scribe Judas the Galilean, the σοφιστὴς 

δεινότατος whose party seceded from the Pharisees on one 

point, namely by refusing to recognize the rule of any 

person or king other than God. δυσνίκητος δὲ τοῦ ἐλευ- 

θέρου ἔρως ἐστὶν αὐτοῖς μόνον ἡγεμόνα καὶ δεσπότην τὸν 

θεὸν ὑπειληφόσιν ... ἀνοίᾳ τε τῇ, ἐντεῦθεν ἤρξατο νοσεῖν 

τὸ ἔθνος Γεσσίου Φλώρου, ὃς ἡγεμὼν ἦν, τῇ ἐξουσίᾳ τοῦ 

ὑβρίζειν ἀπονοήσαντος αὐτοὺς ἀποστῆναι Ῥωμαίων (Ant. 

XVIII, 1. 6). 

Judas had in the time of Quirinus taunted the Jews 

because of their recognition of the authority of the 

Romans, whereas according to his view the Jews were 

of right subject to God alone (Be//. Zud. 11, 8, 1). So now 

on the 3rd of Tishri (65 C.E.) the opportunity came to his 

son Menahem to put into practice his father’s theory, i.e. 

to throw off the yoke of Rome and, consistently with the 

programme, to abolish the mention of the year of the 

Emperor or of the Herodian ruler on the documents. This 

issue which divided Judas and his party from the Pharisees 

is alluded to in an obscure Mishnah ( Yadaim, IV, 8) which 

now becomes clear. anxy owe ordy we Sayp 268 95953 ἼΩΝ 
ἐν) phy gow adap win oN 26 2a Ov OY Swinn ὈΝ2ΠῚΞ 

Menahem in Josephus’s record was the son of Judas and grandson of 

Hezekiah. See more about Menahem, S. Zeitlin, ‘The last days of 

Jerusalem’, Jewzsh Forum, April, 1918. 

368 In copies of the Talmud the reading varies, ΤῚΝ and ΣΝ Here, 

certainly, either it was Judah himself or one of his party that disputed with 

the Pharisees. See also Geiger, Urschrift, pp. 35, 146; Derenbourg, Essaz, 

p- 161. 

262 All editions of the Talmud now extant have 232 nw DY Senna, 

but that there were copies with DWM ὮΝ Senna is borne out by the 

Tosafists (Baba batra 162 4), and this is the correct reading. If we read 

‘the ruler with Moses’, then the answer of the Pharisees to their opponent 

becomes illogical, as he asked them why they write ‘the ruler with Moses’, 

H 2 
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2 DVN DY bein ΠΝ pams onxw. Thus said [Judas] 
the Galilean, ‘I protest against you, O Pharisees, because 

you inscribe in the documents the name of the ruler, 

together with the Divine Name, i.e. by dating the docu- 

ments according to the reign of Caesar or the Herodian 

dynasty, you recognize the suzerainty of a power other 

than God.’ The Pharisees replied, ‘We protest against 

thee, O Galilean [Judas], for ye, too, write the name of the 

ruler on the same page with the Divine Name, i.e. when 

in the scroll of the Torah you write Pharaoh king of Egypt, 

by the side of the Divine Name.’ 

XXVI. The 7th day thereof (Kislev) is a holiday. 

The Megillah in this instance does not indicate the 

reason for this holiday. The Scholiast explains that it 

commemorated the death of Herod (I). A critical examina- 

tion shows this conjecture of the Scholiast to be untenable. 

For it can be proved clearly that the 7th of Kislev was not 

the date of King Herod’s death. 

From Antig. XVII, 8. 3. 9. 3, and Bell. Jud. II, 1. 1-3, 

it is plainly to be inferred that Herod died not long before 

Passover. It is stated there that Archelaus, after the seven 

days of mourning and seclusion, repaired to the Temple 

about the time when the people flocked to Jerusalem to 

celebrate Passover. The 7th of Kislev is seventeen weeks 

before the Nisan festival. Graetz in defence of the Scholiast 

transfers the expression ‘thereon died Herod’ to the 

and they answer that in the Torah they have precedent for writing the 

ruler with the Divine Name. The original reading must have been 

‘the ruler with the Name’, and the word 3 led the compilers and others 

into an error, whereby they considered it equivalent to a writ of divorce, 

containing the formula 5x1w) MWD NID (see Tosaphot, ibid.), and there- 
fore they thought the reading in the Mishnah Yadaim IV, 8 must be 

τ oY Senna. But here [ὃ connotes any and every kind of document. 
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corresponding gloss for the second of Shebat 2” which is 

also designated in the Megillah a» py without other 

qualification, and he substitutes in our passage the gloss 

“thereon died (Alexander) Jannai the king’ which is found 

in the present scholia for the 2nd of Shebat. This substi- 

tution is not of much avail, for the 2nd of Shebat is fully 

ten weeks before Passover and therefore does not harmonize 

with the above cited passage of Josephus. Moreover from 

Antig. XVII, 6. 4, we learn that not long before Herod’s 

death there was an eclipse of the moon,*! and we know 

that in 4 B.C. E. the moon’s eclipse was on March 12~-13.?"? 

In that year Passover fell on April ται... This proves 

conclusively that Herod died in the end of Adar and not 

on the 7th of Kislev, or on the 2nd of Shebat.?"4 

270 Graetz, 7. ¢., Pp. 571- 871 See Josephus, Ant. XVII, 6. 4. 

272 Ginzel, Specieller Kanon der Sonnen- und Mondfinsternisse, Berlin, 

1899, pp- 195-6. 
278 Ginzel, 7bid. See also Schiirer, Geschichte, I, p. 416. 

214 Fixing the date of Herod's death is not only important in itself, 

but has additional interest for those who believe in the historicity of Jesus 

of Nazareth, whom Matt. (2. 1) states to have been born in Herod’s reign. 

As we have said, Herod died a short time after the eclipse of the moon 

witnessed in Jerusalem 12-13th March, 750 a.u.c. (4 B.c.E.) according 

to these scholars ; consequently Jesus must have been born before Nisan 

750 A.U.C., 4 B c.E. The common chronology reckoned from his birth 

is at least four years behind. 

Some scholars perceive a difficulty arising from another statement of 

Josephus, dnt. XVII, 8.1, Bell. Iud. I, 33. 8, that Herod ruled thirty- 

four years de facto after his capture of Jerusalem ; but from 37 B.c. to 4 Β. 6. 

would make only thirty-three years. Schiirer expresses the opinion that 

Josephus habitually adds one year, and that he deduces from Josephus’s 

statement that the interval between Pompey’s capture of Jerusalem and by 

Herod was twenty-seven years, whereas it was only twenty-six years 

(from 63 Β. σ. Ε- to 37 B.c.E.). But I have shown that Josephus counted 

not mathematical years, but chronological years—i.e. he counted fractions 

of a year az a whole. Thus the number of the years of Herod’s reign will 

be thirty-four years—he having become king shortly after the capture of 
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To properly identify this holiday, it is necessary to 

consider first why in this and in one other instance, the 

chronicler of the Megillah refrained from making any 

explanation regarding the cause of the holiday. Undoubt- 

edly the chronicler’s silence in these instances is due to 

their being recently instituted holidays pro tempore. The 

incidents being well known to all, it was not necessary to 

add any explanations. The contemporaries, at the time 

when the Megillah was first drawn up, found it unnecessary 

to receive any explanations of these incidents. It certainly 

was not the purpose to present a historical survey for 

coming generations of Eleazar ben Hananiah ben Hezekiah 

ben Garon and his associates. Now these men were con- 

nected with the Judean revolt against Rome?” Their 

activity falls in the few years preceding the destruction of 

the Temple. We should naturally look to that uprising to 

find the important event that signalized the 7th of Kislev, 

and thus indeed the event may be readily identified. 

Josephus, in Bell. Iud. 11, 19, describes the victory of 

the Jews over Cestius which took place on the 8th of Dius 

in the 12th year of the Emperor Nero.?° This was the year 

65 C.E.2"7 Now the 8th of Dius corresponds to Nov. 25th 

which in that year was co-incident with the 7th of Kislev.778 

Jerusalem—which fell on the roth of Tebet, 37 B.c., and continued to reign 

until the end of Adar 4 B.c. See further above, chap. III, and also chap. VI. 

“τὸ About the activity of Eleazar see Derenbourg, Essai, chap. XVII. 

276 Τάδε [Ταῦτα] μὲν οὖν ἐπράχθη Δίου μηνὸς ὀγδόῃ, δωδεκάτῳ τῆς Νέρωνος 

ἡγεμονίας ἔτει (Bell. Iud. 11, 19. 9). 

277 See above, chap. VI, p. 60. 

78 Ginzel, Handbuch, Tafel ΠΠ; see also note 253. From the sixth of 

Gorpiaeus—Sept. 24—to the eighth of Dius—Nov. 25—there are sixty- 

three days; while from the third of WM to the seventh of o> there are 

now sixty-four days. This discrepancy is explained by the circumstance 

that in those days both 2’N and WN were defective months; see 
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Thus, the apparently enigmatical reference of the 

chronicler to the holiday of the 7th of Kislev, is tantamount 

to saying, ‘ The victory over Cestius is quite fresh in your 

minds.’ 

The above explanation of the seventh of Kislev is the 

final link in the chain of evidence which we adduced from 

the Megillah to support the general thesis of Niese that 

virtually all of the dates regarding the events of the Great 

Revolt which occur in 4el/. Jud. belong to the Tyrian 

calendar. This particular date which is the 8th of Dius, 

however, has been utilized by others to prove that the 

non-Hebrew names of the months in δε. Jud. are only 

the Roman equivalents for the actual Hebrew calendar, 

and that the Jewish victory over Cestius on the 8th of Dius 

corresponded in fact to the δίῃ of Marheshvan. For in 

describing Cestius’s arrival at Lydda, Josephus states that 

the city was denuded of men owing to their having gone to 

Jerusalem to celebrate the Feast of Tabernacles. Now the 

defeat of Cestius took place nine days after his arrival in 

Jerusalem. If the date of this event be accepted as the 

7th of Kislev, then it is impossible to account for the long 

interval between the known period of Cestius’s arrival in 

Lydda and the inferred date of his coming to Jerusalem.?”° 

It is therefore argued that the Syro-Macedonian names of 

the months which occur in δε. Jud. are really the equivalents 

of the corresponding months in the Jewish calendar, that 

the name Dius is employed to designate the Hebrew month 

Heshvan, and that the 8th of Dius is therefore the 8th of 

Heshvan. 

S. Zeitlin, ‘The Secret of Badhu’, a specimen of ‘Jewish Canoes” 
American Journal of Theology, 1920, p. 504. 

279 Westberg, Zur neutestamentlichen Chronologie. 
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The chief argument on which this theory is based does 

not hold water. For Cestius’s arrival in Lydda need not at 

all be fixed as prior to or during the Feast of Tabernacles. 

On the contrary, he may well have come to Lydda in the 

beginning of the last quarter of Heshvan and yet found 

the place empty of men. For the people who went to 

Jerusalem to celebrate Succoth, seeing that the war had 

begun, might and naturally would prefer to remain in 

Jerusalem in order to engage in defensive and offensive 

operations against the Romans. O/ δὲ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι κατιδόντες 

ἤδη πλησιάξοντα τῇ μητροπόλει τὸν πόλεμον, ἀφέμενοι THY 

ἑορτὴν ἐχώρουν ἐπὶ τὰ ὅπλα, καὶ μέγα τῷ πλήθει θαρροῦντες 

ἄτακτοι καὶ μετὰ κραυγῆς ἐξεπήδων ἐπὶ τὴν μάχην μηδὲ τῆς 

ἀργῆς ἑβδομάδος ἔννοιαν λαβόντες (Bell. Lud. 11, το. 2).7°° 

Of the Jewish victories over Florus and Cestius we have 

a reminiscence in Aboth di R. Nathan, chap. ΓΝ. When 

Vespasian came to destroy Jerusalem, the Hagadah tells 

us, he said to the Jews, ‘Ye are fools, why will ye bring 

about the destruction of this city and this sanctuary—what 

do I ask of you but a bow and arrow (evidently a sign of 

subjection and obedience); send it to me, and I shall go 

away from you.’ The Jews replied to him, ‘As we van- 

quished the two generals who preceded thee and killed 

them, so will we go out against thee and kill thee” The 

two former generals were undoubtedly Florus and Cestius.?*! 

280 As to the general support of our assumption of the Syrian character 

of the calendar in Bell. J., see above, chap. V. 

21 aD ΒΟ oD ΠΡ sew ody ns ayinnd owoEON Naw 
ma ne ΠΡ owpaD ons meme yA ns annad owpan ons 
nn pnw nnx ΠΡ > ὙΠ xdx 020 wpa ὋΝ MD 1D) wIpHA 
yay owen ow Sy wesw ows oman nex ;o20 Ὁ aby) 
Spann poy ΝῪΣ 72 ὈΔ ΠῚ Id. 866 also Derenbourg, Essai, p. 284. 
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XXVII. On the 28th of the month Tebet the Sanhedrin 

sat in judgement. 

The word Kenishta, used in the Aramaic, applies to 

the Keneset-ha-gedolah, which came into being in the days 

of Ezra, or to the Sanhedrin (Beth-din ha-gadol) which 

met in the Chamber of Hewn Stones. This holiday serves 

to perpetuate an event that took place not long after that 

victory over Cestius on the 7th of Kislev. According to 

Josephus, the leading men assembled in the Sanctuary to 

choose generals to conduct the war against the Romans, 

and we cannot doubt that at the same time they proceeded 

to set up a republican government in place of the régime 

that had ceased since the 3rd of Tishri (see above, No. 

XXV). καὶ συναθροισθέντες εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν στρατηγοὺς ἀπεδεί- 

κνυσαν τοῦ πολέμου πλείονας (bell. ud. II, 20. 3). There 

_ were at that time two men chosen (Joseph, son of Gorion, 

and Anan the high priest) as heads of the administration 

at Jerusalem. This official action is evidence that the 

Sanhedrin which, according to the Talmud, had been com- 

pelled to abandon the Chamber of Hewn Stones (Lishkat 

ha-Gazit) forty years before the destruction of the Temple, 

and to meet in a nvn,?*? was now able to take up its old 

abode after the victory over Cestius. And it is there 

whence Jewish law should proceed “85. that we find them 

3853 ΠΣ ΠῚ ΠΟ mands man ann by Ἵν πὸ ΔΝ, 

Shabbat τς 4, Abodah zarah 8 ἃ. 

288 ovbenny> ΠῸΠῸ (Β. ha-Shanah 31a); see Derenbourg, Essai, 

pp. 277-8. Now we can understand a certain Mishnah in Sanhedrin (chap. V, 

Mishnah 1) which states: DYINN PYI Wat 13 pT) ΠΟ". The Talmud 

goes to some length in explaining this Mishnah, to the effect that the great 

teacher was very careful in a case involving capital punishment, to examine 

the witnesses in all minuteness; when the fig-tree under which they 

testified the man had been killed was mentioned he asked whether the 
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in session again making provisions in all matters pertaining 

to the law and the people. There being no other authority 

or governing body besides them, the Sanhedrin had full 

power, and all things were done by their command.*** 

There seems to be another reference in the Megillah to 

the same event : 

‘On the 24th day thereof (Ab) we again rendered 

judgements.’ It is more than probable that through a 

copyist’s error two dates are assigned for the celebration 

of this noteworthy event. This is suggested by a com- 

parison of the Scholion to this passage with its parallel 

in the Talmud (Bab. bat. 115b). In both sources, the 

holiday of the 24th of Ab is explained as commemorating 

a Pharisaic victory in the laws of inheritance. The manu- 

script readings of the Talmud, however, show a striking 

variant. MS. Munich reads the 28th of Ab in place of 

the 24th. The reading of the famous commentator R. 

Samuel b. Meir (RaShBaM) furthermore reads the 24th day 

thereof (72), and supplies the month of Tebet. Evidently, 

then, according to him, the event which in our text of the 

Megillah is connected with the 24th of Ab is to be ascribed 

stems were fine or thick, white or black. The Amoraim were somewhat 

perplexed by this; they could not help wondering how Rabban Johanan 

ben Zaccai could have taken part in a session of the Sanhedrin when forty 

years before the destructfon of the Temple the Sanhedrin is said to have 

been banished and deprived of its jurisdiction (see :b:d. 41 a). But now as 

we realize that several years before the destruction of the Temple (i.e. in 

the beginning of 66 c.r.) the Sanhedrin again returned to the Hewn 

Stone Chamber and assumed jurisdiction, it is intelligible that Johanan ben 

Zaccai took part in the proceedings of the Sanhedrin. Indeed, after 

Vespasian captured Galilee, when the Zealots had wrested all power from 

the Sanhedrin, they had to gather a tribunal of seventy to judge and sentence 

a certain Zachariah ben Baruch to death (Bell. Iud. IV, 5. 4). 

284 Bell. Ind. 11, 20, 3-4 ; see Derenbourg, Essai, 262-88. 
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to the 24th of Tebet. As the same event could not be 

celebrated on two days which are so far apart, it must be 

assumed that an error crept into the text of the Talmud 

which influenced the copyist to corrupt the talmudic 

passage and hence the Megillah. If our interpretation 

is correct then the original text of the Megillah did not 

contain any reference to the 24th of Ab. R. Samuel b. Meir 

evidently had the original text before him. Thus, too, we 

explain the fact that the Jerusalem Talmud which records 

the Pharisaic victory and the entire discussion connected 

therewith, does not assign any particular day to the event 

and makes no mention of any ensuing holiday.’ **° 

XXVIII. The 2nd of Shebat is Yom Tob. 

As was suggested above (p. 102) the bareness of the 

285 With reference to the word ΠῚ Dr. Malter suggests the following : 

If the Rashbam had in his version of the Megillah, the reading ‘on the 

24th thereof’ in connexion with the month of Ab, it is difficult to see what 

has forced him to interpret 42 in the Talmud as referring to Tebet. This 

is the more surprising as the word ΠΣ can cnly be used when the month 

to which it is to refer had been mentioned before explicitly by name, 6. g. 

in connexion with the 24th of Ab (where the name Ab is given in the 

immediately preceding ‘on the 15th of Ab’) but not in connexion with 

the event on the 24th or, as the case may be, 28th of Tebet, which is not 

preceded by any other incident credited to that month. We must therefore 

assume that in the Megillah of R. S. the incident was recorded only under 

the 28th of Tebet (mot under Ab) and reading in the Talmud, like the 

Munich MS., ΠΣ δ ΠῚ OMY, he felt it necessary to explain that 

the word 7.3, right or wrong, must refer to Tebet as there was no other 

month in the Megillah to which the incident could be referred. It is true 

that R. 8. quotes AYIIN) OMwWyI, but this reading may be due to copyists 

or editors, who wished to harmonize his text with that of the Talmud. Of 

course, all this does not remove the difficulty why the Talmud quotes M2 

instead of M2D3. We must either say that it is an inaccuracy, or that in 

the Megillah of the Talmudists there was still another incident recorded 

under Tebet prior to the 28th thereof. See A Schwarz, ‘ La Victoire des 

Pharisiens,’ RZ/J., v. 63, pp- 51-6. 
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statement is an indication that the cause of the holiday was 

so well known as to require no specification, and that it 

marked an event that was contemporary with the time 

when the Megillah was compiled, namely, the period of the 

great Revolt. It may be assumed that the event which 

was celebrated on the 2nd of Shebat took place within 

a few days after the public assembly (28th Tebet) above 

mentioned, which met to regulate matters and to dispel 

the chaos prevailing since the 3rd of Tishri (see above, 

No. XXV). No striking events are known to have occurred 

then. It may be conjectured, therefore, that the day marked 

possibly the inauguration of the new officers. It is also 

possible that the day commemorated the reaching a decision 

as to what books were Canonical (wap 5D) and what were 

extra-Canonical (B's1s'n_~OmD.)*8° Josephus’s ignoring such 

incidents is quite in line with his tendency to disparage 

the leaders of the insurrection who figured therein. Here 

the Megillah supplies what he omits. 

X XIX. On the 12th of Adar is the Day of Tyrion. 

The Scholiast accounts for this holiday by the following 

narrative :—: ΜΡ PRS DIDS NN ΠΡΆΩΣ ns Dany Dw" Ὁ" 

pony Syn ponds ΝᾺ one ΠῚ beeen aan by “py ox IDK 
mn > x aya ὙΠ aay See mend yaw Jats ΤῸ 

mr owe oan pan yoo ayaa ὙΠ paws ppsy mann Seep 

Sy Ὁ) myyd wen par ane yen do ans das 10 Sy ὉΣ meyd 
ppd wpa AAT WT ANS PR ON) AN PIN IN TI 

yand “napa pny wn ANN ON 2 weaw .. , Dan ΠΕῚΠ 

26 xbobaw wow mpin 12 an [12 ΟΝ] awd ex ine Not 43 
Sypim 7HD 3333 Ni (Shabbat 13b); Derenbourg, p. 295. It is even 

possible that the decrees of the house of Shammai and the house of Hillel, 

known to us as Ὠ 12 12 2 WY ΓδῚ 2), also belong to this season 

and to this tribunal. See 3. Zeitlin, ‘Les Dix-huit Mesures’, RE], 

1914, pp. 22-36. 
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ms yysar orn Sy ada poy meaw sy own yoo xd yx Ja 107 
nyypaay δ imp. The Day of Tryanos; he captured 

Lulianus and his brother Pappus in Laodicea. Said he to 

them: ‘If ye be of the people of Hananiah, Mishael, and 

Azariah, your God will come and save you from my hands 

as he saved Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah from the 

hands of Nebuchadnezzar. They replied: ‘ Hananiah, 

Mishael, and Azariah were righteous and pious men and 

Nebuchadnezzar a noble monarch who was worthy that 

a miracle should be wrought through him, whilst thou art 

a wicked king and not fit that a miracle be performed 

through thee. We deserve death, and if thou wilt not 

slay us, God hath many other agencies through which to 

kill us, many bears... but if thou killest us the Lord will 

demand our blood of thy hand.’ The story is told that he 

had hardly moved from the spot when a rescript 87 came 

from Rome and they killed him. 

This story occurs also in the Talmud Babli, and Pesikta 

Zutarta to P. Emor (p. 62). In these parallels, however, 

the death of Lulianus and Pappus is recorded as having 

actually taken place prior to the arrival of the Roman 

rescript.7*78 It is generally assumed that the Scholiast 

refers to Trajan who died in the year 117 C.E. and that 

this represents the proper historical interpretation of this 

holiday.”** 

The version of the Scholiast cannot be applied to 

Trajan 359 for the latter, as is well known, died a natural 

death. Nor can the 12th of Adar in any event signalize 

the death of Trajan, for the event took place in the month 

287 Or διπλῆ = δίπλωμα. 

2878 See also Semahot, 8. 288 Graetz, IV, p. 411. 

289 See Dalman, Aramdische Dialektproben, p. 34 ; also Schiirer, p, 668, 
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of August, after Trajan’s return from the Parthian 

War.?? 

The suggestion which has been made that it was the 

death of Trajan’s general Quietus, which was celebrated on 

the 12th of Adar,**! and that the name of Quietus was con- 

fused with that of his Emperor, is unacceptable. For while 

this confusion in names is possibly conceivable in the 

Scholion or in the Talmud where the motive was to explain 

a text which was no longer intelligible to them, there is 

no justification for assuming such a confusion in the text 

proper. The Scholiast puts in the mouths of Julianus and 

Pappus the expression ye 95 ans ‘Thou art a wicked 

king’. Quietus, of course, was not a king. Quietus was 

too well-known a name to be lightly confused with Trajan. 

Cp. pp by pyebww. Finally, it is known that Quietus was 

killed late in the summer or early in the autumn of 

τ Ὁ: 5. Ὁ 

P. Casse] 335 thinks that jp DY should be read Ὁ Ὧν, 

and would see therein a reminder of Judas Maccabees’ 

victory over Seron the Syrian commander. Were this so, 

however, then 2 Macc., one of whose objects is to indicate 

holidays that originated in the Hasmonean struggle against 

the Seleucids, would not have failed to record the day 

290 Comp. Dio 68, 33. 3; Chron. Pasch., p. 253 ; see Schiller, Geschichte 

der rémischen Kaizerzeit, 1, 2, p. 502, and Clinton, Fasti Romans, I, p. 102. 

381 Graetz, ΓΝ, pp. 411-16. See also Volkmar, Handbuch der Einleitung 

in die Apokryphen, 1, pp. 90-100. 

292 Hadrian, on hearing that Publilius Celsus and Aoidius Nigrinus and 

others had formed a conspiracy to kill him, marched from Pannonia to 

Rome, and this was about the beginning of August 118 c. Ε. (Diirr, Retsen 

des Katsers Hadrian, p. 21). At that time Lucius Quietus also was killed— 

this was in the beginning of autumn 118 according to Dio Cassius (Schiller, 

Geschichte der rémischen Katserzett, 1, 2, pp. 615-16). 

95 P, Cassel, Anmerkungen eu Megillath Taanit, pp. 84-6. 
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commemorating the defeat of Seron.”* We must therefore 

seek for something more plausible. 

This memorial day appears to have originated in the 

war against Rome. [ἢ in Aramaic means military recruit, 

as in Syriac bog, in Greek τίρων.335 When the government 

was organized and they prepared for war against the 

Romans, many of the Jewish youth quite naturally volun- 

teered for military service,““*—the drilling of these young 

men Josephus mentions in these words: πρὸς ἀτάκτοις δὲ 

γυμνασίαις τὸ τῶν νέων πλῆθος ἦν (Bell. Γιά. 11, 22. 1). 

This holiday οὗ Ὁ DY was instituted, then, either in 

honour of the soldiers, somewhat as they had annual 

military festivities among the Romans,’ or, perhaps, in 

honour of those warriors who followed Josephus to Galilee ; 

in the latter case it would furnish a near date for Josephus’s 

setting out for northern Palestine.*** 

294 See also Ratner in Sayn ADD of Sokolow, p. 500. 

295 See Thesaurus Syriacus, p. 1517; Krauss, Griechische und lateinische 

Lehnworter 1m Talmud, Midrasch und Targum, 11, p. 265. })1°O in the 

sense of a new and inexperienced man is found in the Midrash: AYw3 

ANID. AWD AA pH AWD Sy “AapA πολὺ (Exod. τ. 1) ‘When the 
Holy One revealed Himself to Moses, the latter was new in prophecy.’ 

286 See also Graetz, III, 2, p. 470. 

297 J. Marquardt and T. Mommsen. Rémische Staatsverwaltung, V. 

298 What I have said about this holiday originating in the great war 

against Rome is only a suggestion. It is indeed possible that the reading 

in the Babylonian Talmud is more correct, D)JYN)0 Di, and that DN, 

meaning ‘king’, is a transliteration of τυραννίς = τυραννία. In that case the 

holiday dates from the Roman period, from the reign of Herod the Great, 

the day on which he became de facto sovereign, and in an anniversary of 

which the Temple was dedicated by him. Josephus (Antig. XV, 11. 6) 

states that the Temple was consecrated on the anniversary of the day on 

which Herod received the kingdom, and so the holiday became great: 

συνεκπεπτώκει yap τῇ προθεσμίᾳ τοῦ περὶ τὸν ναὸν ἔργου Kai τὴν ἡμέραν τῷ 

βασιλεῖ τῆς ἀρχῆς, ἣν ἐξ ἔθους ἑώρταζον ἐς ταὐτὸν ἐλθεῖν, καὶ περισημοτάτην ἐξ 

ἀμφοῖν τὴν ἑορτὴν γενέσθαι (Ant. XV, 11.6). As we have said above, he 
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XXX. On the 17th of Adar, the Gentiles arose against 

the refugees of Sepphoris in the province of Chalcis and in 

Beth Zabdai, but there eame salvation (to the Jews). 

All the critics who have commented on this Megillah 

have accepted the view of the Scholiast which is contained 

in the following; 399. »2abn inna osn7 nx avd yn ws Tw 
jon (M. O. op ὍΡ) opdorp momma we xd ond idm 

Sina yer pal wm ὈΣ ΠΡ omy yi opp ἸΓΊΝΩΦ DAey DNNT 
ἘΦ iw" ToT mad ἸΣΟΠῚ mop on. Rw AIA ADD OAD 151} 

boy nna ond mn wp DD WIN ATA "2 Ἵ OwD IMA MDwAY Ἣν 
mown ἫΝ yaw NAT Dw PRY ADIT. (IDA NX) Me ANI NAY 1D 

DD oY IMRwY OWD INT OT INNA OWN IMA). 

‘When Alexander Jannaeus descended to kill the Sages, 

they fled from him, turned to Syria and dwelt in the 

province of Chalcis. Their enemies in that part of the 

country attacked them murderously, caused much depre- 

dation among them and smote them grievously, and there 

was left of them a remnant. These went to Beth Zabdai 

and tarried there until dark, and then they fled.’ R. Judah 

says:‘ They had a horse tied at the front of their house and 

whosoever saw it inferred that there was no Jew within. 

(Obviously reference is had here to the sabbath when a Jew 

would have no occasion for a horse.) Thus they remained 

there until dark and then fled thence. That day on which 

they made their escape was declared a holiday.’ 

It has been suggested *"° that this incident is alluded to 

captured Jerusalem in the month of January (1oth of Tebeth), which 

makes it quite possible that he assumed the functions of royalty on the 

12th of Adar, and made that day a holiday. Some years later, to insure 

its being kept, he held the dedication exercises of the Temple on that day. 

The name Ὁ) was given to this holiday, as the Jews were not fond of 

the name Herod. In Sedah la-Derek, by Menahem ben Zerah, this day 

of memorial is not found. 

299 See Graetz, III, 2, n. 1, pp. 570-71. 800 See Graetz, ibid. 
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by Josephus (Azz. XIII, 14. 2) when he narrates that eight 

thousand men of war fled from Judea in one night, by 

reason of their fear of Alexander Jannaeus, and remained 

in exile until he died. This view is not acceptable, for the 

Megillah itself specifies that the persecution was inaugurated 

by ΝΟ. (Gentiles) and no mention is made of a Jewish 

king. It is clear that. the Scholiast was misled by the 

word 72D which currently means the Scribes (i.e. Sages), 

and hence the writer associated the persecution of the x50 

with the persecution of the Sages by Alexander Jannaeus. 

I venture to suggest that ΝΞΟ in this instance is the name 

of the well-known city Sepphoris and yap nods indicates 

the refugees of Sepphoris. The name occurs in the 

Talmud as ΝΥ ΣΝ Ὁ in Syriac ομϑαθη, and in Aramaic 

NPTIDD, 302 

ΝΞΟ 153 in the Jerushalmi (Kiddushin 67 d) is taken 

by some geographers to be the city of Sepphoris.*” 

As for its being situated in the province of Chalcis,®*** this 

is what the Romans knew as Chalcis ad Libanum, and 

from 44 C.E. Jewish princes reigned there. Claudius gave 

it as a present to Herod, brother of Agrippa I, whence he 

derived the name Herod of Chalcis.°°° He was succeeded 

by Agrippa II.°°® Bet Zabdanai was situated in the Lebanon 

301 Jerus passim and Terumah 48 b. 802 Thesaurus Syriacus, p. 3436. 

803 Neubauer, La Geographie du Talmud, p. 195; Baedeker, Palestine 

and Syria, 1894, p- 241. 

304 Sepphoris, it is true, was in the province of Galilee, but owing to 

the fact that Agrippa the Second, who was king of a part of Galilee, 

which he received from Nero (Antig. XX, 8. 4), was at the same time king 

of Chalcis, which he had from Claudius after the death of Herod, king of 

Chalcis (Bell. Ind. 11, 12. 1), the Megillah speaks of Sepphoris as a city 

in the kingdom of Chalcis. 

305 Antig. XIX, 8.1; XX, τ. 3. 

806 Antiq. MOK 8:1; Bell; 146. 11. 12. 8- 

Les I 
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on the road to Damascus north-east of the province of 

Chaleis2% 

We are now in a position to identify this holiday. 

It clearly belongs to the period of the Great Revolt. 

In consequence of the Jewish victory over Cestius, the 

Gentiles throughout Syria, to prove their devotion to Rome, 

rose against the Jews (Bell. Jud. II, XX, 2; Vita, 6). 

In all the cities of Galilee the Jews suffered greatly, and 

especially in Sepphoris, where most of the citizens belonged 

to the peace party, and where those who believed in war 

against Rome were killed or reduced to slavery. A change 

took place when Josephus came to Galilee; the Jews of 

Syria and Sepphoris escaped to the cities which Josephus 

controlled. Quite in harmony with this interpretation is the 

expression ΠΡ 77) which intimates safety ratherthan victory. 

This is quite in line with what Josephus himself says: 

“Ὡρμησέ ye μὴν ᾿Ιώσηπος ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν (Sepphoris) 

᾿ αἱρήσειν ἐλπίσας ἣν αὐτὸς πρὶν ἀποστῆναι Γαλιλαίων ἐτεί- 

χισεν ws καὶ Ρωμαίοις δυσάλωτον εἶναι. διὸ καὶ τῆς ἐλπίδος 

ἀφήμαρτεν τοῦ τε βιάξεσθαι καὶ τοῦ μεταπείθειν Σεπῴω- 

ρίτας ἀσθενέστερος εὑρεθείς. παρώξυνεν δὲ μᾶλλον τὸν 

πόλεμον ἐπὶ τὴν χώραν, καὶ οὔτε νύκτωρ οὔτε μεθ᾽ ἡμέραν 

ὀργῇ τῆς ἐπιβουλῆς οἱ Ρωμαῖοι διέλιπον δῃοῦντες αὐτῶν τὰ 

πεδία καὶ διαρπάζοντες τὰ ἐπὶ τῆς χώρας κτήματα. καὶ 

κτείνοντες μὲν ἀεὶ τὸ μάχιμον, ἀνδραποδιζόμενοι δὲ τοὺς 
«ς ἀσθενεῖς. πυρὶ δὲ ἡ Γαλιλαία καὶ αἵματι πεπλήρωτο πᾶσα, 

Vd ᾽ ‘\ ἃ a 3 7 Ky τ vs Ν 

πάθους τε οὐδενὸς ἢ συμφορᾶς ἀπείρατος nv" μία yop κατα- 
Ν, la Cee "ἡ ~? ΄ 6 a , 

φυγὴ διωκομένοις ai ὑπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ιωσήπου τειχισθεῖσαι πόλεις 

ἦσαν (Bell. Iud. 111, 4. 1). 

307 Bell. Ind. VII, ἡ. 1; see Schiirer, I, Beilage I, pp. 722-5, and 

Marquardt and Mommsen, Rémische Staatsu.rwaltung, 1V, po. 400-1; 

Neubauer, p. 295; Baedeker, p. 337. 
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The date of the 17th of Adar furthermore agrees with 

the period of Josephus’s arrival in Galilee, which took 

place in the spring of 66 c.E. This was the last memorial 

day associated with the Judean war against the Romans. 

For this Josephus was the man to'whom the eyes of all 

Israel turned with the hope that he would prove a great 

source of strength to the Jews in his conduct of the war 

in Galilee, but Galilee was lost to the Jews, and as a result 

the Sanhedrin lost prestige and power, and the Zealots, 

split into parties, were the source of destructive anarchy, 

and the outcome, a few years later, was loss of national 

independence. 
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CHAPTER XI! 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

XXXIT. On the 15th of Ab is the season of the wood 

of the priests (i.e. that the priests brought). 

In the Mishnah (Taanit 26a) we learn of nine periods 

during the year when the people and the priests brought 

wood for the altar of the Temples. In the Jerushalmi 

(Megillah 70c) ‘any and every man who takes upon himself 

to bring wood for the altar is forbidden to mourn, to fast, 

or to do any work on that day, which is to him a Yom 

Tob. According to this version, therefore, the bringing 

of wood for the altar is made a general rule, and applies 

to any of these nine appointed times. It is therefore 

necessary to understand why the Megillah lays particular 

stress on the 15th of Ab—making it a general holiday. 

This is possibly to be explained by the supposition that 

the other dates were assigned to well-defined classes or 

shifts, who were to furnish fuel on dates especially assigned 

to them, but the 15th of Ab was the time when all those 

who had not joined the group to which they belonged, 

or who had neglected to bring their wood-offering to the 

altar, would atone for their remissness.°°® In time it came 

to be recognized by all Jews as a great holiday, so that 

the Mishnah states in the name of Rabbi Simon ben 

Gamaliel that ‘Israel enjoyed no holiday greater than the 

$08 Taanit, IV, 26a. 
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15th of Ab and the Day of Atonement’.*® The answers 

given in the Talmud as to why the fifteenth of Ab became 

so distinguished a Yom Tob are of late origin, and possess 

no historical value.*!° 

XXXII, XXXII, XXXIV. The 8th and the gth of 

Adar were days of solemn prayer for rain. 

The Scholiast explains that these two days commemorate 

two distinct events of like character which occurred in 

different years. For to say that these two days com- 

memorate one and the same event would be equivalent 

to stating that after praying and sounding the Shofar on 

the eighth day they confirmed or renewed these exercises 

on the following day. This would be making a fast of 

two days, which is not allowed. In the Scholiast’s words, 

SWUM NAS ΠΟ OY νὸν ΓΖ won nd Ova won ON 

mans mw. This is indeed logical, The expression in the 

Megillah, ΝΘ. nyinn oY (and not "2.}), proves, too, that 

these two days belonged originally to different years. 

The Megillah makes mention of another memorable 

day whereon they prayed for rain—the 20th of Adar. 

This is explained by the Scholiast as follows: there had 

been a famine and drought in Palestine for three years. 

As no rain appeared even in the third year the people 

begged Honi ha-m‘aggel to intercede, and furthermore his 

prayer was answered by the downpour of rain. Cp. Taanit 

23a, dsyon wand indy ows ὙΤῪ ΝΟῚ TIN 3 RY’ Ns DYE. 

Similarly, Josephus (Azdig. XIV, 2. 1), states that once 

there was a famine in Judea, and Onias prayed to God and 

rain came.*!! 

809 Taanit, IV, 26b: 382 (Wy Awons Send ovnw oD ὙΠ ND 

pyN550 Od). 310 See Taanit, 30 b. 

811 Graetz, ibid. (See further Derenbourg, ibid., pp. 112-13, and 

P. Cassel, zbid., pp. 111-19.) 
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XXXV. On the 14th and 15th are the days of Purim. | 

In regard to these holidays there is extant the scroll 

of Esther. There (g. 17-19) we are told that the Jews of 

Susa kept the 15th day of Adar as a holiday, whereas the 

Jews in unfortified cities kept the 14th. In 2 Maccabees 

there is undoubted reference to the feast of Purim in the 

statement that the day of Nicanor is on the 13th of Adar, 

‘one day before the day of Mordecai’ (πρὸ μιᾶς ἡμέρας 

τῆς Μαρδοχαϊκῆς ἡμέρας).""3 

812 y Maccabees, when it speaks of the holiday, 13th of Adar, com- 

memorating the victory of Nicanor, makes no allusion to Purim. This fact 

caused many hypotheses. Some think that 1 Maccabees was written in 

Palestine, and that in Palestine the festival was not thus observed, being 

introduced later from the Diaspora. 

However, as Idemonstrated above, p. 82, Nicanor was killed in the rst Adar 

of the year 152 A.s. (161 B.C.E.)+-this year being leap year, and this explains 

why the day of Purim is not mentioned, as it was celebrated in Adar 2. 

In 2 Maccabees, where the material is drawn from the books of Jason of 

Cyrene, written in the Diaspora, the statement ‘ before the day of Mordecai’ 

may be due to unconsciousness of the fact that Nicanor was killed in the 

1st Adar. Confusion could have arisen from the fact that in short years 

these festivals fall on consecutive days. 



NOTES 

Note τ (pp. 73-5).—R. Judah’s question probably was not, 
‘Why does Ezekiel refer to a bull as sin-offering on New Moon 
(when we know that the bull was sacrificed on the New Moon as 
a burnt-offering)?’ He wishes apparently to know why Ezekiel 
in the matter of New Moon observance should say NN nNoM 
wipon? R. Jose disposes of this by saying that it has reference 
not to New Moon celebration, but to the dedication of the 
Second Temple, the last day of which fell on the New Moon of 
Nisan. As to the confusion worse confounded in the statement 
of Seder ‘Olam that the Tabernacle was finished on Adar the 
23rd, Dr. Ginzberg quite aptly suggests that R. Jose, the author 
of the Seder ‘Olam, knowing that the Second Temple was 
dedicated on the 23rd Adar, was confronted by the question, 
‘Why did not Ezra follow the precedent set by Moses and wait 
for the first of Nisan?’ ‘To dispose of such disparagement of the 
Scribe, he ‘harmonized’ the passages by saying that the date. 
given in reference to the Tabernacle is really the last of the seven 
days of dedication, which ceremony began on the 23rd of Adar, 
the date of the actual completion, although completion in another 
sense, Dedication, was still requisite. 

Note 2.—Since the publication of my treatise on the Chronology 
of the Maccabees, two scholars have dealt with the subject: 
Mahler in his Handbuch der Jiidischen Chronologte, Leipzig, 1916, 
and Bornstein in his “ΝΣ ‘> 4Nn’ IX,mpipnn. The former adds 
nothing new, as he accepts the general view that in τ Macc. the Era 
of Sel. must be considered as beginning Nisan 312 B.c.E. As for 

‘the latter, in attempting to show full agreement between 1 and 2, 
he is led to deny or to ignore all chronological contradictions 
or discrepancies, and even makes a vital error in stating that the 
year of the assassination of Simon was Sabbatic (p. 311), whereas 
it is known from Josephus to have been pre-Sabbatic. Bornstein, 
contending that 1 and 2 Macc. in their adoption of Aer. Sel. 
count from the same date, bases his belief mainly on the 
argument: 1 Macc. 7. 1 states that Demetrius became king in 
151 Aer. Sel., and 2 Macc. 15. 4 tells us also that Alcimus came 
to Demetrius in 151, hence no evidence of variation in eras 
existed. 

I have, however, shown that the year 151, in the mind of the 
author of 1 Macc., is really from the Autumn of 163 to the 
Autumn of 162 B.C.E. (see above, p. 44, and note 27), and as 
Niese, Geschichte, 111, p. 246, has demonstrated, it was in the 
summer of 162 B.c.E. that’ Demetrius became king. So in 
the autumn following that event Alcimus will have come before 
Demetrius—clearly, then, it will be seen that what 2 Macc. 
designates as 151 A.S. is not identical with what 1 Macc. 
designates 151 Α. 8. 
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