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In recent. artıcle In thıs per10dıcal! Dr chneıder
combats the vIeW, 16 definıtely ocates the primıtıve tradı-
tional oıte of the house of Ca1ıphas T St; Peter 1ın (Gallıcantu
an 1C claıms that the authenticıty of thıs fourth-
CENTULCY tradıtıon 1S strongly supported by Varlous archaeologıcal
discoverıes. He 09 the protagon1st of thıs VIeW. hısts ın
hıs bıblıography three oT the four artıcles whıch wrTote the
subject In Bıblica ın the RE f AaN! o1VES several
extual cıtatiıons {rom LWwoOo of them Hıs readers 311 naturally
conclude that he 1S ell acquamted 16 these artıcles, has
taken ırectly Iirom +*hem the VIeWS 2hal arguments whıch he
combats an has represented these VIEeWS N! arguments ıth
substantıal ACCULACY. Such unfortunately 18 not the Case Dr
Schneılider makes mentıjon of the arguments Iirom tradıtion,
IC ole theory 18 ase He 19NOTES mı1srepresents

archaeological arguments for the authenticıty of the s1ıte
He even attrıbutes LO VIeWws and arguments 16 ALl not
mıne and bases exphicıtly these NELY unfavourable ]udgmen
of se1entıtfic method and equıpment. do noOot. tOor moment
SUPPOSE that he has intentionally mısrepresented He
LO ave X0l most of hıs SCAaNTYy and inaccurate informatıon.
nOot Irom OW. wrıtıngs but irom SeCONdarYy SOUT’Ce But

ONe the less oblıged, 1n the interests of Justice an SCIENCE,
LO present SOTNe observatıons hıs artıcle LO the readers of

St Peter N (Zallicantu (Das Gefä
(1930) 175—190 Wis Ohraıstz vm Palast des Kaiphas): 0Or Ohr.
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Orzens OChrıstianus an deeply orateful LO 1ts COUTTtfeOUS
an dıstingulshed edıtor for 91VINg thıs opportunity of domg

It wiıll be ell tO begın by remOovıng SOTNeEe VELY regrettable
mısunderstandıngs. Dr Schnelder excludes irom the class
of Gelehrten, dıe ernst werden wollen” and attrı-
butes LO the °“Phantasıe elnes üusters” an “nıcht ent-
schuldigende Unkenntnis des Talmuds. 1 Hıs alleged TEeEASONS AL

that mısınterpreted nefe$ ONne of the pıllars 1n the under-
SToun gallerıes Chrıistian carıcature of Ca1phas and that

deduced irom Talmud PAssagb, 1C had not read,
ınstallatıon tor the inthetion of the Jewısh punıshment of g_
ıng 1ın these Sarmıe gallerıes. He refers hıs readers for pro0 of
the first accusatıon LO 201 X 278, but cCannot ave read
that Page hımself, SINCE the hypothesıs of carıcature of Ca1phas
1s there rejected an the nefes interpretation 1s econtırmed by
prevıously unpublıshed evıdence: C(I only o1ve thıs (the Calphas
interpretatiıon of the sculpture ONe naturally suggested by
the tradıtıional ıdentifticatıon of the s1ıte DE W plece of
ev]ıdence only recently communıcated LO through the
kındness of HKr Marchet, confırmes the nefes hypothesıs. tomb
discovered In the ne1ghbourhood of the gallerıes T the begınnıng
of the excavatıons the s1ıte contaıned sımılar sculpture.”
urthermore the nefe$ interpretatıon 1S reaffirtmed 1ın LWO later

Iso unread by Dr Schneider SI 1S L1LOW falrly certaın,
after the discovery of the nefes diseussed In the preceding artıcle,
that these gallerıes 1ıke the ad]omıng pıt WEeTe or1g1nally place
of burıjal ” B1bl. X, 396) “It oOes not therefore ]Just1ify ıIn
supposıng that there Was nefe$ represented thıs pıllar (the
SCOUTZINO pıllar) there W as the 0)41% adjomıng 16 (2O., 401).

Or Chr Coy 187— 188 Talmud 1S here to be interpreted Mishna. “Daß dieses
Urteil nıcht übertrieben ıst, bezeugt die Deutung eıner rohen Zeichnung, dıe 112  -

nachträglich noch einem Pfeiler der ‘Geißelungsgrotte’ entdeckte. Vincent hält
S1e 1925, 586 mıt guten (Aründen für eın nepnhes, vielleicht uch ıne def1x10.
Power macht daraus eın karıkiertes Porträt des Kaiphas (B4bl. X, 278) das Christen
des ın dessen ° Palast’ angebracht hätten !” (P 187, 2) “ Nur ist keine
‘installation for the inflietion of the Jewiıish punıshment of ScCOourging‘ (Brblıca X‚ 404)
Marchet zıieht ZU Krweilis den Traktat Makkaot 3! 121ft. bel, un Power folgt iıhm
darın Leıder hat ber weder Marchet noch Power den berufenen Talmudtraktat:
gelesen, denn dieser besagt etwas DSanz anderes’’ 187)
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No pro0 IS ffered of the second accusatıon. either by Dr
Schneılder by the wrıter {Irom whom he AD PCAaIs LO ave borT-
rowed 1 wıthout acknowledement, but both cıte the PAsSsSage of
the Mıshna an Dr Schneılder prints ıIn separate vype the part
whıch 18 econsıdered Ua LO 1mag1nary deduection an 1C

Suppose not LO ave read nıcht schlug ıhn.
indem (der Gege1ißelte) stand der saß, sondern indem
nıedergebeugt WaTrT Here agaın ıt 1s clear that Dr Schneılder
has no0t read ONe of LWO T1e references LO the Mıshna tEeXT,
106 ShOWS that had read thıs part of 1t an explaıns why

deduced nothıng Irom ıt “According LO the Mıshna (Makkoth,
H 12) C refers LO later date, the victım had hıs an
attached LO pıllar pOoSt an his body bent LO recervVve the blows””
Brbl. 1 175) The other reference merely enumerates
the objections made to Hr (+ermer-Durand’s prıson hypothesıs:
° Moreover the ahsence of pıllar a the suppose place of {lagel-
latıon 1S agamst ewWw1s tradıtıon, accordıng LO 1C the vıctım
Was t1ıed LO pıllar (Makkoth, LIL, 1 )7’ (Bbl. X 397 'T ’he
aCcCcusatıons of Dr Schneılder Ar thus untftounde an only
sShOow that he has not read artıcles.

In the Hırst part of hıs study, ° Der archäologische efund,”
Dr Schneılider rejects the conclusıon of PTevIOUS ın vest1gators
in general, and of such well-known archaeologısts HKr Vın-
cent* and Hr (+ermer-Durand? partıcular, that the primıtıve
church erected ,T St Peter In (+allıcantu belongs LO the second
half of the CENTUTY. The excavatıons the s1te revealed

church T LWO levels, 1C had een manıfestly reconstructed
a Varlous per10ds. T’he lower eve 1S that of the orıfıce OT the
sacred o  O The evel, 3,90 metres hıgher, 18 attested
by fıfth-century coloured MOSAaIlC, diseovered IN satıı ,T the
western extrem1ty of the central quadrılateral, an by massıve
substructure, 8 metres ın W1 1C bounds the quadrı1-

Jerusalem, 37 514
Rev 20 1914 2928
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ateral the eAasT. T’he sacred character of the cistern-hke pıt
In the centre of the quadrılateral 1S indıcated by ourteen OEr OSSES

an LO er the natura| explanatıon of the erectı1on of
church cditheult a1te T ’he ifth-century date of the

primıtıve church 18 maınly ase three discoverles: LWO
Corinthilan capıtals, exactly siımılar LO those found In the 1fth-
CeNtUrYy church of St; Stephen ; the coloured mosaılCc already
mentioned, 1C clearly belongs LO the sSame famıly the
MOSAal1Cs oun the sSamıe UTC of St Stephen; LWO separate
colleetions of COPPEI COINS, em 1ın the MNasoNLY of the
eastern substructure an determıinıng exactly LWwO per10ds T
whiıich 1t WAS utiılısed for the uppOort of edıfıce the second
half of the CENTUTY and the Hırst half seventh CENTUTY.
How 0€es Dr Schneider refute the conclusıon IC these
discoverjes naturally suggest %

he first objection DO ifth-century church 1S ase the
capıtals. Dr Schneılder AdSSUMES, wıthout ANLV attempt T PrOOf,
that thırd capıtal of maller dimens1ons and infer10T technıque
belongs tO the Sarme date the LWO symmetriıcal capıtals, 16
alone AIe assıgned LO the CENTULY by Hr Vıncent an
Hr ((Ermer-Durand. He then ALGUES that these three fıfth-century
capıtals, eıng dıfferent 1ın Q17@E an technıque, WEeIe not. made
for the sSamne church an mMust be regarde “ Spolienstücke. ””
He has not SeeN measured the second capıtal, 1C 1S 1Incom-
plete but, far Ca  z be Judged, of the sSame dımens1ons an
obvıously, AD DCAaLs from the photographic reproductions, of
the Samce technıque the Hırst Hıs objeection 1S thus entirely
ase the sSuppose Mith-century date of the 1r capıtal

* Die dem späten üunften Jahrhundert angehörıgen dre1ı Antenkapitelle (EB
1914, Tafel 0) haben nämlıch verschiedene Höhe und sınd 1ın verschıedener Technik
gearbeitet, können JIso kaum für eın un: denselben Bau angefertigt Se1IN. Man wıird
nıcht iehlgehen, WEeNT INa S1Ee als Spolienstücke ansıeht” (Or OChr. Cog 178—179).
In nNnOoTe Dr Schneider ACCUSES Fr Marchet an myselt of not havıng accurately
measured the Lfth-century capıtals. Yet he apparently read Iın Bıblıica COoMMUNI-
catıon from Yr Marchet: RO dimensions of these capıtals, OTL  (D of whiıich 1s 1NCOom-
plete but evıdently symmetrical ıth the other, Ar 0,50 Dy (0).40 C. heıght
0.55 CM., and discovered by experıment that the measurements gıven AL exact.
He neglects LO inform hiıs readers that the second Lifth-century Corinthian capıtal
1s incomplete and only SayS of ıb ‘““Das zweıte Kxemplar, Tatel V! habe 1C nıcht

(G(Gesicht bekommen.”
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( Bev Bıbl., 1914. pl 4) eTtr assıgnıng LWO capıtals (ib 1—2)
LO the ceNntury HKr Vıncent adds ‘“ D’autres debriıs de
chapıteaux acanthes plus seches, Au es geometrıses, relevent
d’un TT plus tardıf. 2 The reader has only LO COMLDAaIE Dr Schne1-
ers In fıfth-century capıtal ıth the LWO others ıf he desıres

ocular demonstratıon of these technıcal indıcatıons of ıts
later date At the Sarmnıe tıme the measurement of thıs 1T
capıtal IS useful contrıbution LO the problem, SINCE ıts lesser
dımens1ons, compared ıth these of the earher capıtals,
SUppPOrt the conclusıon that the primıtıve church of the
CENtUrY WasSs Jarger than the restored church of the seventh
CeENTUTY. Nor wıll ı1 be argued that the larger fiıfth-century
capıtals WeTIie OO SMa TOT moderately arge church,

metres In length, ıf ıt be remembered that prudent archıtect
WOU overload ıth ponderous ornamentatıon the StOTEY
of LWO-STLOTEY church erected NL Y diıtfheult oıte 2

Dr Schneılder hases second objection the study of the
MOSAa1ICS discovered the sıte of the prımıtıve church Here
he agaın AdSdUMLES, wıthout ALLY attempt är proof, that HKr Vın-
cent and Hr (+ermer-Durand ave erred 1ın asslıgnıng the coloured
MOSAalGC, dıiscovered unN sıatyı a the eve of the church,
LO the CENTUTY. 1 1S SUrPrISINS that he aCCePtSs theır atıng
of the LWO capıtals an rejects theır datıng of the MOSAaIlC, SINCE
both conclusıons AIe ase the Sarıe motive: the sımılar
discoverles made T the ifth-century church of St Stephen
In ALLY Case hıs EITONEOUS datıng of the 1Tr capıtal SCarcely
authorıises LO prefer hıs unmotıived pronouncement 1n the
present Case LO the reasoned Judement of LWO experlienced
archaeologısts.

He Iso Argues that thıs mosalCc Cannot have orı1ginally
elonge LO church, SINCE In that Case the vestibule of the
cl1urch oloured MOsSalC WOU be 1110OIe elegantly adorned

Rev 2bl 1930) 2236 GE also Jerusalem 4: 1922) 507
My ın not observing that the capıtals WT ‘‘Antenkapitelle’, which

here retract, does not affect the S1zZe of the church. There 1Ss quest1ion of ‘< Riesen-
bau  27 (Or. OChr. Cos 18L1, D 1) an the “basıilica grandıs” of the Bremartus ımplıes

basılica. of moderate S1Ze, NnOot ‘““rT1esige Kıirche’’ (L Coy 186) whiıich 1s expressed
by “basılica: N Nıim18°.
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than the interi1o0r of the church ıIn whıte mosalc.] But he deprıves
thıs argument of a 11 force by assumıng that the whıte OSal1Cs
were lIater ın date than the coloured OSalCs and WEeIEe intended
LO adorn the seventh-century church. It ollows that the coloured
MOsSalCcs may ell ave een intended for earher fıfth-century
church, 16 had Jarger capıtals and Was 11LOTeEe elegantly eCO-
rated than the hastıly buılt church of the seventh CENTUTY.
Moreover Dr Schneılder alls LO distingu1s between the decoratıon
of the CTIypt ,T the lower eve an of the UTC PFO DL ,T the
hıgher eve Qur sole of determmıng the decoratıon of
the prımıtıve church T the hıgher eve 18 the {1ıfth-century
moOosalc dıiscovered IN satı It 18, accordıng LO HKr Vıncent, Céle
seul iragment de mMOosalque place nıyeau de Ll’eglıse Supe-
r1eUTE” and permet d’apprecier le caractere de Ia decoratıon

mOosalque polychrome nıyveau superleur’ ? T’he CIyYpt
of the prımıtıve church IA Yy ell ave een decorated In whıte
moOsalc an 1t 18 T least probable, accordıng LO HKr Vıncent.
that ONe plece of whıte MOSAalC, discovered IN sıatuı 1n the lower
church, belongs LO the primıtıve per10d by 1EASON of the 1N-
scr1ption 1C ıf bears.3 Thus Dr Schneılder has not. dduced
ALLY valı LFECasOonN for assıgnNıng the coloured MOSaAa1CS LO ° MemorT1al-
bauten. 27

In diSsCcussıng the aSsSsIve substructure tOo the eAST, of the
central quadrılatera Dr Schneı1lder 19NOTES archaeological eVI-
dence of the hıghest importance. He [015 not mentıon that
thıs substructure erected slopıng oground reaches the Same

eve the ifth-century mosalc discovered N sıatuı LO the west,

'Weitere Mosaıkreste sind über dem Viereckbau gefunden worden (Plan T
NrT. 1—10): Fn farbıg, sınd ber /A hoch datiert; Nr und sind keines-
falls Irüher als Die anderen Reste LUr 1ın we1ß gehalten. Dieser Befund
beweist, da 10 später Se1N muUusSsen als 1—3, miıt anderen Worten: und gehörten
Memorlalbauten N die be1 Krrichtung der Vıereckkirche ın diese einbezogen wurden.
Ks wäre Sonst die SaNz ıunerhörte Tatsache verzeichnen, da ß 11a  an Vorräume der
Kırche mıt buntem Mosaik schmückte, den Hauptraum dagegen In einfachem Weiß
hiıelt Wır kommen uch wieder dazı, den eigentlichen Kirchenbau bedeutend
später anzusetzen, als bisher geschah‘” (L Coy 180—181).

Jerusalem, I 9 507 öll: Rev Ol 235— 9236
It, COoOMMeMOTAtes unknown benefactress, Marıa. See Jerusalem, IL, DE SB
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of the central quadrılateral.! T’hıs fact SUSDESTS obvıous
econnection between these foundatıons 1n the east and the
UTC dorned by the mosalc In the Wwest. Neıther o0€eSs he mention
the ST 1NOTeEe ımportant discovery of LWwoO collections of COPPEI
CO1INS, em LWO dıfferent pIeCceESs of MasoNLYI formed
part of the foundatıons and WeEeTITeEe broken by the pıcks of the
EXCAaVvators.® One collection, ocated LO the south-east of the
central quadrılateral, contaımed nıne copper COINs bearıng the
eIf19y of T’heodosius I1 408—450), Marecıanus 450—457) an
Leo 457—474). The second collection, hıttle LO the north
of the Hrst. contaıned {1ve COPPEI COlNS representing the
Phocas 602—610) and Herachus 610—641). ese obvıous
indıcatıons of date, deposıted 1ın the substructure by the founders
an the TeSTtOTETS of the dıfıce erected thereon, correspond
exactly ıth those otherwıse known: the second half of the

CENTUTY, attested by the LWO larger capıtals and the elegant
coloured MOSAaIlC, and the fırst half of the seventh CENTUTY, when
the churches destroyed by the Persj]ians In 614 WeTITe restored.
Only church thıs sıte, by 164501 of ıts Super10T ımportance,
WOU ave these evıdences of date deposıted In ıts eastern
toundatıons and only church thıs sıte, by TeaAasSon of ıts
NECESSAaLY orıentatıion, Ca  a adequately explaın the erection of
thıs eXtraordinary substructure slopıng STOUNd. Dr Schneider

LO he acquamted ıth these dıscoverı1es, he refers LO
OI0 Münzfunde AUS den Ostiundamenten dıe bıs Phokas
und Herachus reichen.’3 Why then has he not Tawn from
them the obv1ıo0us conclusıon, contırmed by independent
discovery of hıs OW. that the toundatı]ıons WeTe ul 1n the

CENTULCY an restored the seventh century % He tells
that the iragments of pottery 16 he colleceted Irom the

Jerusalem, 44 505—506 88 lıgnes aMOTCEES L’ouest contre 19881 CSCarpe
rocheuse (where the MO0Sa1C WEas discovered) haute de 3m, 50, viennent S’appuyer,
eNvıron metres l’est, S 1{11° blocage tres massıf A SE  ] aıt CcE hauteur

nıyvyeau etendu L’ensemble de la ruıne, et d’ailleurs plusieurs fo1s remanı1e, est
Yyue prouvent les dallages, MO0Salques, degres et seu1ls de porte. ”

Marchet, Le verıtable emplacement dau Dalars de. Cainhe, Parıs 1927, D7
My account of thıs d1SCOvery 1s based the unpublished ‘ Journal des Fouilles.??

Co3 180, D Reference 1s gıven LO Marchet, 11 where the second col-
ection 18 ehronicled, but not LO 6977706 where the earlıer STOUP 18 mentioned.
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toundatıons belonged partly LO the early Byzantıne per10d an
partly LO the late s1xth CeNtUrLY But he 1SNOLES hıs coneclusıon
the early Byzantıne pottery, 1C attesSts 1ke the tırst colleetion
of the earher date of the or1g1nal substructure ere
nothıng SULPCISINS the urther inftormatıon 1C he
that the seventh CENTUTY StETUCTUTE of intferl1or quality,
Man y churches WEeItC then restored haste aN! wıth insufhicjent
TESOUTCES and the restored church Was the capıtals and the
OSalCS attest less CaPaCllOous an less ornate than the prımıtıve ONe

Dr Schneıider has nNnot raısed the question Wwhy church
W 4S ever erected thıs NVELY unsultable 1LE eVEIN though he
ASSIENS 1ts erectıon LO the VELY per10d when the Jerusalem
Chrıistlians WeTIe LOO ULLY occupıed restorıng theır rummed
churches LO ave leisure LESOUTCES for 1E W toundatıons. 'T ’he
s1ıte Was not matter of choı1ce, but Was ımposed the 1FE
CENTULY bullders by the existence of tradıtıonal SaNCLUaTLY,
the deep pıt the centre of the quadrılateral the sacred character
of 16 clearly attested DYy the fourteen GCrOSSeS STa VCH
ICS walls and roof 'T’hıs the L1anımoaou: conclusıon of
In vest1gators 2 but rejected by Dr Schneılider who declares
that the PIt WaS Byzantıne Clistern and at the Same tıme
consıstently asCcrT1bes tO the Roman Byzantıne per10d the
aperture, long and wıde, made 1ts sıde He
oe€eSs not ıinftorm that thıs object of Chrıistian veneratıon Was,
after the destrucetion of the church 1C enclosed ıt trans-
ftormed 1Nnto Arabh Cistern For thıs PULDOSE the atera|l apertures
WEeIEe Wa N! the insıde Was coated ıth hamra LO prevent
percolatıon It WaSs after the removal of the hamra that the
CLEr OSSEeS appeare oTaVven the are rock 4 'T’hus the absence

‘ |)azu stimmten uch dıie Keramikreste die ich AuUusSs den Kugen aufsammelte;
neben Frühbyzantinischem findet sıch dünnwandige, geriullte Keramıiık AuUuS sprödem
etwas splıtter1igem JT'on, dıe nach gesicherten anderweılıtigen Befunden das späte

setzen LT Coy 180)
2 (T ((+(ermMer Durand Revy 201 2925 Vıncent JSerusalem 505 ete

‘< )Iie miıttlere / Höhle (11) WarLr Jüd1ıscher e1t 61L} Grab mı1t Ireppeneingang
VO  - Osten Ömischer der byzantinischer eıt vertiefte 1a dieses, schlug ben
1Ne runde Öffnung 61n un! rechts ben der Seite 611 gucklochartiges Wensterchen,
das nach großen Raum (L führt” (1 178)

Ssee references
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of ALLY coatıng the inner surface of the pıt In the Byzantıne
per10d IS another obstacle LO Dr Schneılider’s inconsıstent hypo-
thesıs.

11
1le Dr Schneider’s contrıbution LO the archaeological sıde

of the question contaıns. ave SCECN, SOINe elements of
value., the Sarmıe cannot be sa1d of hıs diseussıion of the a1te of
the house of Calphas aCccordıng LO the EXTtSs of the pre-crusade
per10d. T’he {i1ve EXTS whıich he cıtes COU. be doubled 1ın number1
an theır ObvIo0ous ımplicatıons 4L iın .11 1gnored. Only part
of the relevant text of Theodos1ius 1S g1ven, that IC ocates
the house of Calphas ,T PASSUS irom Sancta 107n The PASSUS
between ıt an the Praetorium AIe not. mentioned an thus the
unrehabıilıity of the POSSUS of T’heodosius eTe xemplı-
Hed, SINCE DASSUS romanı do not gy1ve tourth of the diıstance
between Sancta 107 an the Praetorium of that epoch, IS not
made known LO the reader an LO be unknown LO Dr
Schneılder hımself In the text of the monk Bernard notıce
1S taken of the tact that the words ..  1n diırectum ad orıentem ”
clearly locate the den1a|l of St; Peter the Assumptionist an
not the Armen]lan sıte, Fr ıncent an HKr bel Tully
admıt.2? The text of the pılgrım of Bordeaux: (CIn eadem n_
dıtur 107  27 1S translated: ‘Wenn INnan hinaufsteigt, kommt
INa  - ach 10N aN! AIe intormed that thıs interpretation
1S Iınal,3 notwıthstanding the ObvI1o0ous ımpossıbılıty of Iindıng

LTo the EXUDS cıted DYy Dr Schneider 1892 should be added Prudentius, Tatulı
1storsarum et e# (ed. Bergman Corpus Vindob. 6l, 445), wh LO indıcate

place of tombs; the T'’ypicon 07 Jerusalem (Goussen, ber GEOTG Drucke O8 Handschr.
dre Festordnung den Heılıgenkalender des altchr. Jerusalems betreffend, München-
Gladbach 1923, an 29); the Late of (Vonstantine and, Helena ( Rev Or Ohret
1905, 167); the Armenian Deservption of the Holy Places (English version Iın Pal.
Hanlor. ’und Qu ST 1896, 348); Kpiphanius the Hagiopolitan P CXX, 261).O the truncated text of Theodosius should be supplied the ımmediately followingwords: De domo Caiphae ad praetorı1um Pılati plus M1INUsS assus UumMmeTO C”

Vincent, Jerusalem, I 9 914; Abel, Rev 201 1928) 585 The °“ Kceclesia
Stephani” of Bernard 18 the Diaconicon of Sancta, Sion which contaıned relics

of that saıint. S Thomsen, Zits. Dits Pal.-Ver. 213 an Bıblica
‘‘Dıiese, neuerdings heftig umstrıttene Stelle ıst Jetzt ın der 1929, 156,endgültig iınterpretiert”” (1 Cg 182)
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either equıvalent of IN eadem ın the translatıon condıtional
sentence ıth LWwoO verbs 1ın the or1g91nal. Dr Schneılder has ere
gyıven incorrect (+erman renderıng of incorrect French
renderıng of truncated text He 18 apparently UuUuNnaware of
refutatıon of the French interpretation! of the fact that 1t
has een subsequently MOdAd1IIE by ıts or1g1nal3Hr NVıin-
cent.?®* He has Iso mısınterpreted the Lext of the priest and
monk Kpıphanıus, 1C 18 suppose tOo indıcate the Armenı1an
sıte of the house o1 Ca1ıphas, through not. oWw1Ing the meanıng
of TNV ..  v&$ Zu0V, He basıhlıca of Sancta Sıon , where earher
and later ECXTtS locate the house sSuppose tO ave een purchased
by St John 1n Jerusalem.3 Thıs text informs that Calphas
durıng hıs YVCal of office we ıIn the house of St JOohn. ..  who
Was known to the hıghpriest, ” aN! 1S the fırst indıcatıon of the
mı1gTatıon of the house of Ca1ıphas Iirom the church of St Peter
LO the basılıca of Sancta 107n Later pre-crusade wrıters, the
author of the Armenı1an deser1ption and the monk Kpıphanıus
the Hagıopolıtan, N! even Danıel the Hegoumenos iımmediately
after the arrıyal of the crusaders, attest thıs second localısatıon
of the house of Ca1ıphas an Iso locate the Praetorium the
sSarmne basılıca 4 It 1s 1n 1145 that have the first mentıon of

SMAa church the Armenı1an sıte, ıdentithed ıth the Prae-
torıum an the house of Calphas.® 'T’he con]unction of these LWO
SOUVENITS, both 1n the basılıca of Sancta 107 before the arrıyal of
the erusaders AaN! In the church of the Holy Redeemer LO the
north of the basılıca half-a-century after theır arrıval, aSS1ENS
the OT121N of the IT tradıtıonal sıte of the house of Caıphas LO

(F Bıblica 17161925 RS House of Ca1ıphas N! the Pilgrirh of
Bordeaux.” hıs article 1s not mentioned ın Dr chneıder’s bibliography at 176

Rev Bıbl. (1930) 250 @:} Biblica 1 417 —4158

Sophronius, Anacreontica X  $ 8 ‚ 3821 ; Hıppolytus of 'Thebes ed 121e
kamp, 29; ‚Joannes Damsc. Hom ın Dormitionem 96, 129;
Willibald, ed. Tobler-Molinier, TIn Hıeros. &ı 264 (Of ese EXDS that of H ippo-
Iytus alone 1s explicıt; the others Are implicıt they locate the death of the Blessed
Virgin 1ın the church of Sancta Sion John’’s house 18 thus ocated the sıte of the
basıilica an not the Armenlan sıte

Nee the EXTtSs ın PG., 120, 261; Pal. Hanpl Fund Qu.St., 1896, 348; Khılı-
LrOWO,

5 Anonymus VE ed. Tobler, Deservptiones T'errae Sanctae, 104
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the med1aeval per10d. We Can only mention VeELY brıefly erTe the
mMOst ımportant OT the tradıtional indıcatiıons of the prımıtıve
sıte of the house of Caıphas 16 Dr Schneider has entirely
19nored.

In the {irst place the most CONSPICUOUS opponen of the Agı
sumptionıst s1te of the house of Caıphas, Hr Vıncent, admıts
that there Was only ONe Urc of St Peter ,T Jerusalem 1ın the
per10d between the Pers1ian Invasıon and the arrıyal of the
crusaders an that thıs church Was the Assumptionist oıte.1l
All the EXTtS of thıs per10d, 11 noOt dıistorted irom theır obv1ous
N  9 suggest thıs conclusıon. T’he church of St Peter the
q1te of the repentance mentiıoned by the Vommemoratorzum and
the T' yYypıcon 0} the Anastasıs 1s that of the med1aeval wrıters

the sSamıce sıte, admıttedly revealed by the excavatıons T
St Peter 1n Gallıcantu The UTrc of St, Peter the a1te of
the den1al, ocated bYy the monk Bernard LO the east of Sancta
S10N, 1S Iso the Assumptionist os1te The church of St Peter,
whıch marks the statıon of the house of Caiıphas ıIn the T'’ypıcon
o} Jerusalem and In the T’ypıcon o the Anastasıs, 1s ONe an the
Same, 10 agaln esSstAablıshes the ıdentity of the s1ıtes of the
denı1a|l and repentance of St; Peter T’he T' ypıcon 0} Jerusalem
ın iıts Lalrly complete ı1turg1ca calendar only ment]J]ons ONe
church of St Peter, that the a1te OT the house of Ca1ıphas
T’he Commemoratorium.,? CENTULY later., ıts statıstıcal lıst
of churches and monasterlies and ear Jerusalem only mentlons
ONe 1176 of St Peter, that the s1ıte of the repentance.
Here agaın the SItEes of the den1al an repentance of St Peter
AL clearly iıdentified an attached LO the ONne church of St Peter

the Assumptionist sıte We ave already sSeen how these

Jerusalem, 1L, 514
DA i 1s ımportant LO not1ice that the C’ommemoratorium excludes monks an

mMOoNastery from the church which only POSSCSSECS “inter presbyteros et cler1icos V97
The iınscr1ıption, whiıch attests MONastery the north side, 1S assıgned epıgraphically
LO theZcenturles by Vincent ( £ev. Bıbl | 1908 | 406) AN! LO “restau-
ratıon accomplıe Vers le s1iecle’”’ by the Professeurs de Notre Dame de France

Palestine, ed. 2; 1912, 159) It Was apparently ,D this monastıc restoratıon of
the church of Peter, which had Just lost the prımıtıve SOUVeEeNIT of the house of
Caiphas, that the sacred gTOttO became the place of the repentance of St. Peter, SINCe
ıt, could longer be regarded the prıson of the ord (Cf Bıblica (1931] 432—434).
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LWwoO SItes WEeTe separated 1ın the late pre-crusade per10d bYy the
localısatıon of the resiıdence of Ca1ıphas durıng hıs VCal of office

the house of hıs 1en: St John, the basılıca of Sancta 10N
Hence the church 1s called “ Phe kKepentance of St Peter’”’
the T’ypıcon of the Anastasıs.

Let NOW Pass LO the earher per10d before the Persjan
lInvasıon 1ın 614 According LO the T’ypıcon 0} Jerusalem ıt WasSs

the church of St Peter the o1te of the house of Caıphas 1C
Was restored and LO 1C the statıon of the house of Ca1ıphas

Holy T’hursday Was attached. As change of the a1lte the
seventh CENTUTY involved siımılar change ın the statıon, 1t;
COu. only ave een made by the eccles1astıcal authorıties of
Jerusalem ,T per10d when the orıg1nal tradıtional o1te Was
ell known It unreasonable LO attrıbute such procedure
to the ofhe1ial custodıians of the sacred sıtes, and il 1s diıtfficult
LO ımagıne Wwhy they should ave selected NEW an MOsSt
1CcH: os1te ,T St Peter 1n (+alllcantu for the transferred Sanllc-

UaTrYy, ın preference LO the supposedly earher an Cas y sıte ın
the Armenı1an STOUNdS, T per10d when Man y other hurches
had to be ebullt 1ın haste and ıth insufficjient T’hus
whıle the change In the o1ıte of the house of Caıphas In the late
pre-crusade per10d 18 perfectly intellig1ble and sol1dly attested,
such change In the seventh CEeNtULCYy 1S exXxCcIude: DYy the L' ypıcon
an WOU rTalse 1InNnSOoluble dıfficulties

Agaımn the pılerıms who mentıion the HTre of St Peter
before and afiter the Persian invasıon 1n ocatıng it between
Sancta 10n and the Praetoriıum 1n theır deser1ptions of the
s1tes. 'The identical order manıfested In these ıtınerarıa by
Theodosius an the author 01 the Breviary 0} J erusalem 1ın the
sixth CENTUTY and by the author of the C’ommemorator 2um and
Bernard In the nınth CENTUCY 18 obvıously topographıcal. FKırst

Grolgotha, then Sancta 10 LO the south, then St; Peter’s
LO the east, then the Praetorium (OT the Temple ıIn the Case of
Bernard) TO the north-east. late sıxth-century pılerım, the
ANnNonymus Placentimnus,} conlirmes thıs conclusıon by change

Geyer, Ihn Hieros., 174
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1ın the usua| ıtınerarıum whıch 3CCOUNTS for hıs Oom1ssıon of the
church of St Peter He ment]Jons the Nne  z UTC of Sancta
Marıa Nova between Sancta 10 an the Praetorıum. N! must
therefore ave JONE north-eastwards Irom Sancta 10 T’he
church of St Peter tO the eEAast of Sancta 10 W as thus excluded
Iirom hıs ıtınerarıum. but would ave een neluded ın ıt ıf ıt
lay immediıately LO the north of Sancta 102 the Armenı1an s1ıte

'T’he “hasılıca Tandıs Petr1i” the os1te of the house of
Calphas 18 obvıously OO ımportant LO be execluded {rom the
churches of Jerusalem represented the moOsalc of Madaba,

CONtemMpOorary monument of the hıghest authorıty. As the
asılıca of Sancta 10n IS iıdentilled ıth certamty the MOSaAalC
there 1S dıfficulty In determınıng the ne1ighbourıng edıfıces,
ocated the Armenı1an o1te ımmedıately LO the north of thıs
basılıca and the Assumptionıst s1ıte „50) metres LO the east
of ıt On the tormer o1te 1S AM Q, MONaSTtETY, clearly recognısable

such Irtom 1ts red rO001 and north-south orlentatıon. On the
latter 18 basılı1ca OT second rank OT IC the eastern part has
perished but the western SUTVIVES ‚N aM PLY determınes ıts
character an approxımate Q17@. T’hus thıs CONtEMPOTATY 1N0O0NU-

ment 1 186106 confirms the Assumption1ist os1te an excludes the
Armen1an s1ıte of the °“hasılıca Tandıs Petr1.” When thıs
argument WaSs Hırst propose In 19928 objection had een
raısed agamnst the iıdentihlcatıon of the church of St Peter ın
G(Gallhecantu the MOSAalC, affırmed ll by defenders of the
Armenı1an o1te lıke Vıiıncent-Abel N: by defenders of the Assum-
ptionıst o1te 1ıke Gasler, OousSsen an Dalman. 1! In 1929 Professor
T’homsen propose exchange of the generally admıtted sıtes
of the churches of 110€ an St Peter 1ın (+allıcantu the MOSAalC,
ıth the a3VOowed object of correcting 1ın perspectıve,
by un1que, an of ıdentifyıng St Peter ın (+allecantu
ıth edihce 1C mM1g he regarde mOoNnastery.“ T’he

(5T: Vıncent-Abel, Jerusalem, IT. (1926), 923:; GFisler, Das ANOÄ
2283; Goussen, ber georgısche Drucke o 2  , Dalman, rte Wege

Jesu, Güterslich 1924, PI an 347
Zits Dts Pal.-Ver. 1929 2171 text an N! The text cited by hom-

3  — suggesting mOonastery 1s the nOtOor10uUs Armen1lan List of churches an CONN-
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exchange COU not hbe eiIitfeCTte wıthout deprıving 110€e of 1ts
cupola attested by the eccles]1a volubılıs of the pılgrım of
Pıacenza by the exXxcavatıons of 1SS anı Dickıie the 1LE
anı by (Asler representatıon of the church hıs coloured
reproduction of the 11.05S41C ıtself Sıloe had tO be
deprived of 16s ad]omıng LOWwer of 1ts natura|l] posıtı1on a the
south eastern angle of the CIUYy aN! had LO be ocated north
instead of south of St Peter (Aallıcantu And yet Dr Schneılder
has vaıled hımself of the aole authorıty of Thomsen thıs
matter wıthout ANLV disecussıon of hıs theory, LO iıntorm hıs readers
that the prevıously Nanımou: 1ıdentification of St Peter
(+allıcantu the I11NOSAalC Was only geistreiche Vermutung /29

It ObvI1ous that the evıdence of thıs COoNtemMpPOTarYy mMmonument
entirely opposed LO hıs ınterpretatıon of the archaeological

discoverj]es made ,T St Peter (+allıeantu an he therefore
oblıged eiıther LO 19NOTE thıs evıdence LO reconsıder hıs archaeo-
logıcal conclusıons

T’he MOStT ımportan indıcatıon of the ITE of the house of
j)alıphas by the pılerım of Bordeaux 333 The text
presents hlıttle dıfficulty 17 1T consıdered 16Ss eNTITELY and
1ts ontext °° L tem exeuntıbus Hıerusalem ut ascendas 10N

parte SIN1ISTTrAa et deorsum Va 1UXTa INUrun. est PISCINA
QUAaE cdie1tur 1102 [a T1e desecr1ption of S1iloe| In eadem
valle) ascendıtur 10 ei pare ub1ı tu1t domus Ca1ıphae sacerdotiıs
et columna He 1b1ı est UUa Christum flagellıs cecıderunt 9’3

vents ounded by Tirıdates Jerusalem As it places the monastery of St Peter
outsıde the CUY 17 cannot be earlıier than the late en CeNtuUry aN! probably much
later (C£ Biıblica | 1929 ] 290—292)

( Geyer Ihn Hıeros 176 Bliss and Diıickie Kxcavdtions at Jerusalem
9 London 1898, 178 55. ; Vincent- Abel, Jerusalem, I, s6 1 °Non
O1N: caracterıst1ique du sanctuaılre de S1loe est, la petıte coupole impliquee Par le CAarTe  A
de plles m1ıhlıeu du valsseau.’

‘ Jeder der genannten (Gelehrten IMa Gründe für un:! gC6gE. haben
KEndeffekt; bleibt ben alles doch 1Ur geıstreiche Vermutung‘”” Cog 185) The large
ancıent church, definitely assıgzned to the Armenian sıte by Dr Schneider Ceogs 182)
but not attested by the IN OSAalC, merely suggested. DYy the discoveries aCcording LO
Fr Vincent (Jerusalem, EL, 500, 1) There ı proof that, the fragment of pavement
discovered an the door-threshold thırty metres to the west of 1t belonged to the ST
edifice suggestion ‚VE that the edıfıce Was church of St. Peter

Geyer, Itın Hıeros D: 22
ÖRIENS UCHRISTIANUS Dritte Serie VI
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ave supplıe MIR after eadem TOr three 164850171855 1) The other
alternatıves, Salua and D  S AT obvıously excluded. SINCE

asSscent LO 10 Cal be made In the pool of 110€e€ an the ascent
LO 10 1s n0T, irom the pomt of 1e W of the pılerım, 1ın the Same

ırectıon (ın eadem narte) 1loe, namely LO the eft (n
sunStra), but rather 1ın the opposıte dırectlon, LO the rıg
2) T’he words IN DAa AFr rendered emphatıc by the preceding
deorsum aN! the contrast between deorsum and ascendaitur mphes

subsequent allusıon LO the preceding deorsum IN vAa 3) As
the pılerım Hırst localıses N! then deser1bes 1l0e, ıt 1s natural
TO conclude that he Iso intends LO localıse and deseribe the
exT s1ıte mentioned, the house of Caıphas. 1t 18 ıth V1eW LO

localısatıon that he substitutes TOT hıs ordınary transıtional
particle n.de the expression IN eadem, valle and informs us
that the house oT Ca1ıphas AD PCAaLs the sıde of the valley
durıng the asSCeNT Irom Sıloe LO 10n.1 As the 10 enclosure
1s not IN eadem vAa it 1s clear that ascendıitur Cannot ımply
the completion of the ascent and that the Armenı1an sıte, IC
18 ase thıs of ascendıtur., 18 necessarıly EXCIUdEeE: T’hus
the text of the pılerım SUPPOTTS the Assumptionist sıte, 16
18 the old road irom 110€e LO 10n about half-way the
sıde of the valley. 'T’he desecr1ıption of the house OT Caıphas 18
contined LO the mention of the pıllar of the SCOUTSING an thıs
brings TO the thiırd part of Dr chneıder’s artıcle.

1LI1

My search TOT traces of mMIsSsINZ pıllar al St; Peter (Jallı=
Cantu Was not due, Dr Schneılder ASSEerTTts (naturally wıthout
ALLY attempt ,T pTOOL), LO EITONEOUS conception of the Jewısh
method of SCourgING,? but Was ase the well known tradıtional

It LO Very probable but not ecertaın that un eadem valle. DOCS ıth the
clause well ıth the ascenditur clause, but, ‚:VE6N 1% 1s not grammatıcally

conneected ıth Darel, ıt 18 undoubtedly used ın V1CeW of localisation and the place
localısed 18 the hOouse of Caiphas.

‘ Diese nıcht entschuldigende Unkenntnis des Talmuds und dıie daraus
resultierende. falsche Interpretation der Steinösen haben Power a‚Der noch eıner
vıiel bedenklicheren Sache veranlaßt. Kr mußte nämlich die Kxıstenz eıner Säule
nachweisen, die der G(Gefesselte gepreßt War  06 Coyg 188).
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attestatıon that pıllar, a 1C Qur Lord W asS suppose LO
ave een SCOUTZEC, had een transferred from the tradıtı1onal
sıte of the house of Caıphas LO the church of the Cenacle the
OUTrT CeENTUTY. 'T’he d1scovery of the or1g1nal a1te of the trans-
terred pıllar WOU obvıously contırm the extual indiıcations
of the prıimıtıve tradıtional os1te oTt the house of Calphas an
m1g be Iso extremely useful 1n interpreting other archaeological
discoverI1es. 'The transfer of the pıllar, ocated the house of
Calphas by the pılerım of Bordeaux and In the MHTe of the
Cenacle by several later wrıters, 18 exphecıtly attested by Pru-
dentius ın the tourth N! Theodosius the q1xth CENTUCY and
1S admıtted by such representatıve scholars Zahn, Vıncent,
Benzınger, Baumstark, Abel, Dalman.! Dr Schneılder Hırst
declares that thıs transfer 18 "unmosheh, but subsequently
that ıts attestatıon by Theodosius ıIn the a1xth CeNturYy Ma y
hbe ounded tact.? He mısınterprets the Lext of the pılegrım
of Bordeaux: paret ubı tu1t domus Calıphae sacerdotıs, ei
columna dhue 1bı 27  est, 16 204,; referred by hım LO the SU1L
unreached S1ıon, naturally refers LO ubı,3 2hal adhuc ımphes
that the pıllar STU1L retaıns 1ts orıgmmal sıte 1n the house of Calphas.
He 1gnores the text, of Prudentius who Sa yS that Our Lord Was

SCourged ,T the pıllar ..  1n hıs aedıbus, ” that 18 the house of
Carphas Just descr1ibed, and that the pıllar ST1L E ° tem
plumque ger1 22 Kven STD1L 1t 1S unıntellig1ble that he den1es A Yy
tradıtıon of SCOUTgING ıIn the house of Calphas before the 16th
Ccentury,*“ SINCE he admıts that sıxth-century tradıtıon, attested

Zahn, Kirchl. Zits 389;: Vincent, Revy Bıbl 1905
1541 Benzinger ın Baedeker, Palästina Syrıen, 1910, 67; Baumstark,
Byzant. Lits. 1911 183; Abel, Jerusalem, 14 454; Dalman, rte Uın ege
Jesu, 1924, 34.7

‘“Auch die geforderte Translatıon des Pfeilers nach Sıon ist unmöglıch” ( Cg
188) “ES wıird das ıne Säule SCWESCH se1n, die 112a  - A UuS den Rulnen des angeblichen

Kaiphaspalastes ZU Bau des Portikus holte, falls auft die betreffende Notiz des 'heo-
dosius überhaupt etwas geben ist”” (20 189) hıs second statement 1ZNOTES the
Tcason of the transfer an the fact that the pillar Was believed to be SCOUTZINZ pıllar
both before anı after the transter.

°“Der Schriftsteller sıeht ben aut dem Siıon den Kaıphaspalast un die
Geißelsäule, die dem 'ext nach übrigens nıcht einmal 1m Palast stehend gedacht
werden muß’”’ (L Coy 182).

Coy 189

13*
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by Theodosıus, aser1bed the or191n of the pıllar 50 the house
of Calphas aN! mM1g be expected DO know that CONtEMPOTALY
document, the Breviary 0} Jerusalem, mentilons LWO SCOUTSINDS
of Chrıst, ONe T thıs pıllar and the other 1n the Praetorium. .}
He Iso 19NOTES the attestatıon of the author of the Late 0} (on-
stantıne and. Helena the tenth CENTULCY that Our Lord Was

Sscourged T thıs pıllar y the JS ews Nor [(015 he intorm hıs readers
that the tradıtıon of SCOUTZINS of Chrıist T pıllar 1ın the
house of Calphas has apparen serıptural basıs, W.  1C elps
LO explaın ıts OT12IN. Our Lord accordıng LO the Kvangelists
Was beaten by the eWs In thıs house an St Luke uSes the VELY
Samıe verb, ÖEPELWV, LO CX PICSS thıs beatıng and that subsequently
INTILUCTE the postles by order of the anhedrın, whıch 18
generally regarde SCOUTSINS T pıllar.? Other exegetıcal
consıderatıions, 1C prevent Irom accepting thıs tradıtional
conclusıon. need not be ment.jioned here, SINCE ALle econcerned
wıth the ex1ıstence of the tradıtıon, not ıth ıts authenticıty.

eTe WEeTe LWO obvıous indıcatıons of the exaCct Spot the
underground gallerıes aT St Peter ın (Galleantu where LTrAaCEes
of mIıssIN9 pıllar mM1g be tound unıque palr of MNSSs 1ın the
TOOL, evıdently sed for suspens1on, had already suggested LO
HKr (GGermer-Durand the hypothesıs of place of SCOUTZING,
rendered .11 the INOTEe remarTkabhle by the tact that the tradıtıonal
evıdence Just diseussed Was entirely 1gnored by the author of
thıs purely archaeological deduection. It Was evıdent
that the exIstence of pıllar a thıs SPOTt WOU TeSTOTE the 1mper-
fect aN! yet obv]ıous sSymmetry of the LWwO paralle TOWS of pıllars
In the inter107 atrıum of thıs ancıent hypogaeum. Hence, after
long hesıtatıon. 0OCcasıoned by the statement that “aucun pılıer
n existaılt primıtıyement cet, endroıit. a J0TS YUUE 1a symetrıe
sardee Partout aılleurs aurTaıt eXx1ge Qquı1 11 eut un 3 WTOTEe
LO ıts author, Hr Marchet, explaımnıng VIeWS and requesting

Geyer, Itin Hieros., 154— 155
C IF 22, ÖEPOVTEG and Aect. 5, ÖELNAYVTEG.
Le verıtable emplacement da nalars de Cdiphe .9 81, H FEr Boubet had

SCcCeI] the marks of chıselling 1n 1910 (B14Olıca [ 1929] 398, 2) before erecting there
tem pOoTary pıllar ın MasoNrYy whiıich naturally prevented further investigation,
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hım LO examıne the s1te T’he results of thıs xamınatıon wıth
the photograph and the NECESSaLY measurements WeTe publıshed
1n Bıblıca,} but SECEIN LO be ın TEL part unknown LO Dr Schne!1-
der 'The portion of the assıımed o1te of the pıllar 1C ad]oms
the atrıum or1g1nally formed part of rocky rıdge 16 W as

evelle by chiselling TOT SOTNeEe PUL DOSC. One dımensıon of the
chiselling, 1C 1S slightly ırregular 1ke .11 ewWwI1sS work of

sımılar kınd and per10d, 1S LO 'C’he correspondıng
dımens1o0nN of the LWO adjommg pıllars 18 LO Thıs most
iımportant factor 1ın the iıdentitıcatıon of the object for whıich
the chiselling W asSs made 1s entirely 1gnored by Dr Schneider,
who Iso 19NOTES the indıcatıon ffered by the ımperfect SymMmMmMetLY
of the LWO LOWS of pıllars. No conclusıon Ca  S be Tawn from the
other dımensıon of the chiselling, C only partıal levellıng
Was requıred ın thıs dırection. T’he Corresponding diımens1ıon of
the adjomıng pıllars 1S LO ese LWO pıllars, LO

wıde ,T the base, Al only LO wıde T the top
It 1S thus certaın that sımılar pıllar, LO wıde T the
base, would {1t easıly T the tOp between the LWO stone MNSS
16 Afe apart. Dr Schneı1der contradıctory STA TLE-
ment,* that pıllar of the dimens1ons suggested DYy the chiselling
WOU ave covered both MNgSS ,T the LOP, only ShOWSs that he
neglected LO eCaSure the pıllars hımself N gnored the CcasSure-

ments made by Hr Marchet an g1ven in artıcle. Hıs hypo-
thesıs of explanatıon of the chiselling sımılarly
ShOws hıs 19NOoTaNCe of the fact that Hr Vıncent and Hr (Ü(JEermer-
Durand, T early per10d of the eXcavatıons, observed ° I’amorce
de tete de cet apparen pılıer, Jen detachee entre les deux STOS
AL EUX ans la plate-bande de TOC SOUS le plafond. 3 'T ’hıs
d1SCOVerY, 36 excludes and ımphes the of

C Bıbl. 1929 308—— 30909

“ Nehmen WIT selbst einmal &. C5 Se1 en Pfeıiler VO  z der Mächtigkeit der Eın-
arbeitung vorhanden SCWESCHIH, un! denken WIT iıhn als ‚ben anstoßend, verdeckt

dıe beiden unteren Löcher der sen  C6 (L Coy 188)
Reyv Bıbl. 1930 253 It 1S CUT10US that Er Vincent in g1ving thıs infor-

matıon indıcates LEAaSON whYy the wall-hypothesis Was accepted an the pıllar-
hypothesis rejected.
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either pıllar wall 91 thıs SpOt, Was long discussed by the
LWwoO archaeolog1sts who fınally decıded In favour of al They
MUuSsSt ave observed that the first adaptatıon of the orıginal
ypogaeum LO another PUL DOSE, IC necessıtated the removal
OT 911 the inner walls, naturally Suppose the retention of a, 11
the pıllars for the SUppOort of the roof But thıs COTTEeCT obser-
vatıon dıd nNnot Justify the conclusıon that a 11 had een then
removed {irom thıs partıcular SpOt, SINCE pıllar m1g have
een removed {rom 1t for pecıal 1e45S0O0N ,7 subsequent per10d.
Such hypothesı1s however COuUu ScCarcely ave Occurred vO the
LWO archaeologısts, who had knowledge of the chiselling an
ıts dımens1ons, which sSugYeST pıllar, an dıd noOot advert LO
the tact that pıllar had een removed {rom the tradıtional
sıfe OT the house of Calphas 1ın the OUT CENTUTY.

Another vıtal element the 1ıdentiticatıon of the tradıtional
pıllar of the SCOUTZING, 16 Dr Schneider has entirely 1gnored,
1S the extraordinary resemblance oTf the pıllar of the Cenacle LO
the ven extant pıllars of the house of Ca1lphas ıth 16 ıt
Was or1g1nally assoclated.! It 18 enough LO mentıon ere TOUT
characteristies the CaIly descr1ıptions of the pıllar of the Cenacle,
whıch have caused SUTpTISE, and 1C ALl 9, 11 explaıned by
knowledge of 1ts OT191N. Its posıtıon 1ın the port1co of the church
of the Cenacle, “eccles1ae porticum sustınens” (Jerome), SUPPOL-
tıng the UTrTC PIODEI 1ın the StOTEY of the edıfice, °tem.
plumque gerıit” (Prudentius), Was evıdently suggested LO the
Chrıstlans by ıts Prevıous unction supporting pıllar. 'T’he
red streaks of the pıllar, pıously ınterpreted traces of the blood
of the Davlour, “ infecta CTUOTEe Domıminı  22 (Jerome), ATIe due to
oxıde of lIron ıth whıch the pıllars of the house of Ca1lphas
Arfe impregnated. The oles an inequalities ıts surface,
attested by the three sıxth-century pılerims an regarde by
them imprints miraculously made by VarTl0uUs Parts of the
body O1 Chrıst, ave theır COuNterparts ın the POTOUS and T1a hle

Dr. Schneider gets hıs information about thıs pıllar, “columna mMarmorea, ”from ede and Adamnan, LWO late wrıters who Sa W it, but 18NOrES the INOTE
mınute descriptions of the three sS1xXth-century pilgrims who undoubtedly Sa 1ıt;
(L Ciz 189) We cCannot exclude the posstOrlıty that the orıgınal pıllar Was destroyedby the Perslans ın 614
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limestone pıllars of the subterranean gallerıes. T’he quadrangular
shape attrıbuted LO the pıllar 1ts earhest 1conographıcal
presentatıon, 16 surprised Heısenberg and W as aserıbed
by hım LO innovatıon of Roman art, 1S QAD1 attested bYy the
chiselling whıch excludes the round and 11LOTe oracetul column
represented DYy later artıste.1 It 1S clear LOO why the Chrıistians
transferred thıs ar and one of the others tO church
Tor veneratıon. because ıt alone Was indiıcated SCOUTSING-
pıllar by the MINYS T each sıde of 1t LO 1C the hands of the
victım COu be attached. As they WeIe presumably unacquaınted
wıth the Mıshna treatıse, akkot, they WOU ave ASE: theır
inference LO the function of the pıllar, not Jewısh prescr1p-
t10ns, but the prevalent Roman custom ® ıth 1C they
WeTe undoubtedly tamılhlar.

It LO for these an other TEASONS solldly establıshed
that the SCOUTZINO pıllar, venerated ıIn the Cenacle, Was trans-
terred hıther irom St Peter (+allıcantu and that have
here definıte archaeological contırmatıon of the primıtıve
sıte of the house of Calıphas, determıned independently by the
study of the EXTS It 1S Iso evıdent that Dr Schneilder, 1n
attrıbuting the d1SCOVery of tradıtional SCOUTZING pıllar 1n the
house of Caıphas LO the °“ Phantasıe eINes Küsters,” has 1gnored
all the archaeological pPrOoOfs whıch thıs discovery 1S ase
We ave STD1L LO consıder brıefly, not whether archaeological
discoverlies establısh. ındependently of scrıpture and tradıtıon,
the s1te of the house of Ca1ıphas, but whether they solıdly confiırm

scripturgl an tradıtional indıcatıons of that s1ıte.3
C Heisenberg, Ikonographische Studıen ın Sıtzungsberichte Bayer.

Akı  S Wiss Phil.-Hist K 192L1, (München 1922 59— 65 an Bıblıca 1931 230
PÄ C the descr1iption of Gregorius Nazlanzenus: yı TOVLE TAHDELG ALLATOV10VOLC TALE TODTWWYV yepol XUXÄNULLLEVONG SALVOLLEVOV COr  K  / LÄGTLEL (Contra

Julianum 1: ın 39, 613) According LO Aulus Gellius, Noctes Altıcae, lib ALL,
Can O the legs WEeEIC Iso bound, “*erura: 1USs et manus, ” 1n thıs ‚AaAse apparently
to the rINgSs the adjoining pıllars, but the object of these rinNgs 18 not clear
that of the rıngs ın the oof and OUFr argument 1S not deduced irom them

Dr Schneider affırms that regard the authentic1ty of thıs sıte ..  jetzt Dı
unumstößlicher Gewißheit erhoben’’ Cog 185) In reality regard the uUuSe ‚VE6I
of the word ‘Gewißheit” qu1te unwarranted 1ın these delicate quest1ions of authen-
tıcıty. My V1eW 1s that St. Peter 1n Gallicantu 1S certaınly the fourth-century tradı-
t1ıonal s1ıte and vVeLYy probably the authentiec s1ıte of the house of Caiphas.



Tee archaeological arguments ave een pPropose iın CON-
firmatıon of the early Lourth-century tradıtıon 1C ocates
the house of Caıphas 1 St Peter In Gallıcantu. The Hirst of these
18 Aase the d1SCOVerYy of heavy stone door-Lintel, bearıng

inscr1ıption In Hebrew SUUare characters, of whıch the final
WOord, gorban, has een decıphered ıth certamty. The obscurıty
of the rest of the inscrıption, 16 Dr Schneider insısts,1
oes not atftect the conclusıon of .11 Previ1ous ın vestigators that
the door-HIintel or1gmally belonged LO bulldıng 1ın whiıich sacred
offerıngs WEeIC deposıted. Thıs bulldıng WOU be naturallyattached eıther LO the temple LO the O1I11C12a resıdence of the
hıgh prıest. Hr Vıncent assıgned the door-hintel LO NNeX
OT the temple an explaıned its 91 St Peter In (+allı-
cantu accıdental result of 1ts subsequent employment1ın the construction of the Colon1a ela Hadrıana 2 But thıs
hypothesıs 1s excluded by the marks the stone ıtself, 1C
attest that the attempt made LO hew ıt into shape tor bulldınghad een abandoned by TeCAaSON of ıts hardness 3 When
Dr Schneider ifırms that there 1s not the least TECAaSOoN LO thınk
that the door-hntel Was discovered ear 1ts or1g1inal sıte. he 19NOTESthese marTks whıch render ıimprobable the transportatıon hypo-thesıs by excludıng the ONne plausıble TeAaSON 1C 1t m1gbe ase Independently of these., the S1ZE and heavıness of the
stone attach 1t LO the place of ıts d1SCOVery in the absence of
a,|] pPTro0 LO the CONTIAaTY.

ID Schneıider objeets LO the second argument that the
weıghts and whıch ıt 1S Aase welIre oun dispersed
VvVer the whole TEa of the excavatıons an AL therefore merely
?art of the debrıs whıch rolled OWN irom the CIUy. * He

‘ Zudem ist dıe Inschrift, WwW1e bereits erwähnt, nıcht sıcher lesen’ (L Cogy 187)Jerusalem, 1L, 510 2Ral Reyv bl 1930) 250,
9 pıerre laquelle elle (l’inseription) est gTavee est ınteau de porteplerre dure, tT'|  es dure, 31 blıen qu on renonce la, debiter POUT faıire de la plerrebätir, apres Q VO1LT eSsaye’” (Germer-Durand, Rev bl [1914] 238)‘ Die Gewichte und Maße über das An Grabungsterrain zerstreut,sınd demnach als VONn ben herabgerollter Schutt anzusprechen Coy 187)



GALLICANTU AND TH  — CAIPHAS 203

evıdently NOT acquaınted ıth the rea| argument 1C
ase not the I1nNeTe d1SCOVerYy of weıghts an$ but

the character and of those whiıich WeTITe discovered
Nor o0es he explaın why these objects halted half-way

theır OUINEY OoOWN the hıll sıde T the tradıtıional SITE of
the house of Caılphas He knows of the d1SCOvery of mul but
has nNnot noticed the fact that the dTy dıstingulshed
bYy theır rectangular shape an representing multıples an
subdıvisions of the IneTr WerTe .1 discovered 1ts immedı1ate
VICIN1tTYy and mMoOost of them rocky chamber beside 1 Could
1n chance ave CoNveyed them I9 ap  te 1LE He
knows of the d1scovery of the OOT lintel but 19NOTES the fact
that most of the lıquıid dıstımgulshed by theır round
shape and representing Parts of the bath wWeTIe discovered
1ts ne1ghbourhood whıch SUSYXESTS but oes not CON-
nectıon betwen them an the sacred offerıngs the StOTE TOOINL
He mentJ]ons the theory of bureau for the verıtıcatıon of weıghts
but not the NCLY remarTkabhle d1scovery IC 1T AasSe: thus
deser1bed by HKr (+ermer Durand urtout une de
QqUarts de Y Ul presente interet specılal cote de GesSs

petites meules de calcalıre nombre de S1X LrouUve
po1ds basalte de forme Carfee Q ul PaTalt etre etalon destine

verıNner les QUtTres plusieurs sont. realıte plus forts plus
alıbles L un euxX est lest;  e V eC du plomb Deux rapprochent
exactement de talon (190 oTammeSs) et ’un euxXx est estam-
pılle est IMNardue de Ia lettre chıin QuUL hebreu ıgnıfe 300
Kt le Qquar de I1L1LN€e ans Cce aut 300 gerahs

oboles 229 It has een shown Bıblıca 1929 407—8 that
the relatıve value of these weıghts IN1ıNne hekels
1200 gerahs that of the weıghts of the SaNCLUaLry VEN by
KEzechiel (45 12) and that the absolute value Corresponds LO

°*Plus de la, mo1te de OC6Ss INesSUures ont ete retrouvees dans la chambre VO1S116
du moulin, les autres etalent Pas elo1gnees”’ (Germer Durand Uonferences
de Sarnt-Etienne, Paris 1910, 99) hıs artıcle not Dr Schneider‘’ bibliography.

“OI' est dans le VOLISINAaSE de Cce insecription UE L’on LrouUve la plupart
des eSures (the l1quid measures)” (2D., 96)

Revu Ol ) 297
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that of the ancıent half-shekel Weights discovered aT other
Palestinian SItes. Agaın ıt IS evıdent that weıghts rolling OWN
the ıll-sıde COU. not ave ftormed remarkabhle

T’he IT and MOSt ımportant archaeolog1ical argument 1S
ase the d1SCOverYy of Jewısh prıson ıth ıts ArCLa custodia,
COINIMNON gaol and SCOUTZSINS apparatus T St Peter ıIn Galleantu.
Krom the prophet Jerem1as, who Was ell acquamted ıth
Hebrew prısons, WE learn that such pPTISONS WeTITe attached LO
the houses of OTIL1CI13A PEISONASES an consısted of LWO parts:
3 VeLIy deep ceistern-hke pıt for solıtary confinement

an 61 OM 7 place of eneral and easıer confinement
assoclated wıth the Y but not otherwıse deser1bed .1 We eXPECT
therefore LO fHiınd sımılar prıson attached LO the resıdence of
the 1e Judıcıal authorıty, where prısoners WeTe contined
an Justice WasSs admınıstered New Testament tımes. Our
Lord Was certamly ımprisoned In the house of Ca1ıphas the
nıg of Holy Thursday an such prısoner WOl naturally
be consıgned LO the ArCtia custodia. IT 1S T least probable that
the Apostles Iso WeIe there imprisoned S ÖNWLOGLA THONGEL
N! there courged by order of the Sanhedrın 2} St Luke 0€es
not SLATLEe exphicıtly where these events Ooccurred but Ma V be
SUuppPOSE LO refer LO the prıson and place of meeting of the
Sanhedrin whıch he had mentioned ıIn hıs Grospel.} arly tradıtıon
SUPPOTtS thıs conclusıon by locatıng prıson an place of
SCOUTZINS ın the house of Ualphas, 1C ave een revealed
LO by the excavatıons 91 St Peter 1ın Gallıcantu.

T’he Yarıson d’Etre of the erectıon of HUTC thıs most
4CWH: sIıtfe Was the sacred STOLLO 16 1t enclosed, and the
only evangelıcal SOUVEeNIT of the house of Ca1ıphas 1C thıs

dee1_> pıt COUu. possıbly represent W as the prıson of OQur Lord

Jer 3 E 15—21; 3 ‚ 613 Note that the Al Was 1ın the 6D.
Aect D, T SZDT: ( WHouard, Sarnt Pıerre el les premMeTES ANNECES du Ohristia-

nısme *0, Parıs 1908, 3 C Depuis V’etablissement des 018 les palais et les
forteresses avajent habıtuellement leurs cachots (IIL neg AXMAT. 27 Jer. Z  ‚9 2
E Neh LIT, 25) La residence des pontifes, vrals princes d’Israel SOUS
la domiıination roma1lne, contenaıt quelque heu de detentlion. Ce fut 1a YU€E L’on enferma
les captıis .

Le 2 » 54—66
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We ave diırect tradıtional attestatıon of thıs tact for the
sımple ONn that ave descr1ption of the church 1le
it; retaıned the o1te of the house of Calphas. But descr1iptions
of the second an In sıfes of that house attest the prıson
of Christ ıts chıef claım LO veneratıon! an thus contırm the
ıdentification of thıs prıson wıth the sacred 9TO  O the pT1-
mıtıve s1ıte Origmally tomb about half ıts present ep A

from the dimens1ons of the S1X steps whıch SaVe ACCEeSSsS LO
it thıs pıt Was artıfıclally deepened tor another PUFrDOSE. 'T ’he
thırty-two steps DYy whıch the Chrıistians descended into ıt
SUPDOSE thıs transformation. 1C H1a Yy be assıgned LO the PIE-
chrıstian per10d, SINCE ıt 18 unnatura|l LO aASSume that the vene-
rators of the pıt WOU ave consıderably transftormed 1t
themselves wıthout ANYV conceliıvable motive. or1fice,
long DYy wıde., WasSs made the roof and kınd of ateral
wiındow, long by wıde, 1n the north all ralsed
step, hewn Out of the rock a the foot of thıs wall, nables ONe
LO get tull V1IEW of the inter1o0r through the Wwındow. ese
alterations of the orı1gınal tomb, 1C Dr Schneider makes

attempt Ta explaın, Al perfectly intellıgible 1n the tradıtional
hypothesıs of prıson 1ke the 12 of Jeremi1as. 'T’he prisoner
WOU ave een owered by through the orıfıce a the
LOp, prevented from eSCapıng Dy the inereased ep of the pıt
aN! inspected DYy the gaoler who lashed hıs torch through the
wındow. T’he reader Ca  S 1OW understand the value of Dr Schnezi-
ers assertion: ‘“ Die aTCTa custod1a verdankt ihr Daseın NUur der
Kntdeckung der Vorrichtung ZUT Gerbßelung 1ın der Höhle neben-
an ® He 19NOTES .11 the arguments whıch thıs hypothesis
IS based an attrıbutes ıt LO d1SCOVerYy wıth 16 ıt has NO
direct connection. The only other hypotheses whıch miıght be
advanced TO explaın the transformatıon of the or191nal tomb
ATe those of s110 and elstern. These explanatıons ATEe both
quıite poss1ıble irom the purely archaeological pomt of VIeW,

The Armenilan description mentions the a1ıte of the prıson ın the basıilica of

sıte.
Sancta: Sion and Varlous EXTtS (Jerusalem, M 495) record the the Armenian

2 Coy 187
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but the ama dimens1ons of the pıt, which 1S hlıttle Ver metres

length an wıdth, TE ınfavourable LO the former and the
tact that the pıt had LO be subsequently Itered In order tO Serve

Arab cistern o0€es not recommend the latter. Thus the
tradıtıonal hypothesıs 18 the most natural aN! the least eXxposed
LO objections.

T’he ancıent ypogaeum adjomıng the sacred 9TO  O the
north sıde Was Iso transformed before the Christian per10d.
I ’wo stone rMNSgS WEeEIC made the roof ,T ach sıde of Ne of the
pıllars, ave already SCECI, and ecaused the Chrıistlans LO
dıstingulsh thıs ar {rom the others and regard it;
SCOUTSING pıllar. eTr NS of sımılar character WEeIC made In
the W3a aMn pıllars, ıth the obvıous object of attachıng eıther
106e anımals. Hence the LWO hypotheses of prison aN! stahle
to explaın thıs transtormatıon. It 1sS clear that such rNZDS WeTIe

nOt inserted eıther by the ullders of the ypogaeum bDy the
Christians. Dr Schneılder regards them indıcatıon of
rah stahbhle Agamst thıs 18 the VeLY SET10US dıfficulty that these
undergroun gallerıes WOU. be scarcely aCCcessihble I9 anımals
iın the Trah perT10d, the 1176 and ıts subsequent TUuINS ould
ave blocked the entrance irom the CIYPt Moreover the S1M1-
larıty of the NS LO the palr of MNSS the roof aSSIENS them
naturally LO the Same pre-chrıstian per10d! an SUSYESTS COMMLMLON
PUL DOSE. It the early Chrıistian interpretatiıon of the mNS the
TOOT be COTTECT the MNSS the Wa and pıllars WeIeC or1g1nally
intended nOot for stable but for prıson 8 M S77, the natural
CouNterpart of the adjomıng Al 'T he stable hypothesıs
offers explanatıon of the unıque palr of MNSS the o0f

Agamst the tradıtional hypothesıs of place of SCOUTZINO
Dr Schneı1lder objects that the method of SCOUTZINO thus ımphıed
dıffers Iirom that preser1bed 1ın the Mıshna, the vıctım, SUuS-

pended by of the MNSS the TOOL, ould nOot have hıs

The LWO rnNgSs the pillar cCONTtam ıng the nefes evıdently antedate the
SUONLYy which covered its inner surface (ef Rev Bıbl. 1925 ] 986, Fig 2) AÄAs the
object of thıs M asoNrYy Was LO strengthen the pillar TOTr the better SUppOort of the
church to be erected above 1t, the pre-christian date of these rINgSs Iso LO be
independently established.
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back bent LO recCcelve the OWS He asSSsSumes therefore, hat few
modern scholars admıt, that the ]Judıcı1al practice of the Sadducees
in the tıme of Christ agTee EeVvVen 1n mınute detaiıls ıth the
Judıcı1al theory of the Pharısees LWO centurıes later and sSeemMs
O 1gnore the fact that the evangelıcal narratıve of the trıal of
OQur Lord before the Sanhedrin o€eSs not ıth the prescr1p-
tıons of the Mıshna for such triales.1 'The bending posture,
prescr1ibed by the Mıshna, 1s not gıven tradıtıional datum,
but 1s exphieıitly asSe CITONEOUS eXEgESIS of Deut 25,
There IS thus sufticıent LTEeASoN for assumıng that thıs practice
Was In UsSe T earher per10d the Sadducees, who AT e

lıkely LO ave tollowed the Roman method of suspensl1on.
Dr Schneider offers explanatıon of the or1g1nal adaptatıon

of the tomb and the hypogaeum. Hıs Byzantine cistern and
Trah stable refer LO later per10ds Thus the prıson hypothesıs
stands alone and ıf it Cannot be strictly demonstrated, oWIng
LO the impossıbılıty of datıng exactly the alteratıons made 1ın
the tom b an the hypogaeum, ıt has the undoubted advantages
of being suggested by scr1ıpture and tradıtıon and of offerıng

satısfactory an homogeneous interpretation of .11 the archaeo-
log1cal data Thıs underground prıson st1l1 attests the house of
Caıphas the tradıtional o1ıte after other Lraces of thıs house
had een removead LO make WaVYVy for the Mfth-century UTrC
Dr Schneider rTemarTks that traces of house palace ACe
found vVer the mıiıll.? But thıs mull, 1C Was worked by anl-
mal, 1s LO the east of the church, outsıde the tradıtıional sıte of
the house, of 1C ıt; WOU. ave een not part but

T’he question of the s1ıte of the house oT Calıphas 18 LOO COM-
plicated to be tully disecussed sıngle artıcle. hope however
DO have shown the reader the princıpal arguments 1C
conclusıons AT Aase and the scJ1entifie method 16 have

representatıves of the modern sc1ientifie V1EeW Hölscher, Sanhedrin
Makkot, TFübingen 1910, and 3 > Danby, T’'ractate Sanhedrin, London

1919, XÄ— X  9 Aicher, Der Prozeß Jesu, Bonn 1929, 100; Kastner,JSesus VOr dem Hohen Kat, Breslau 1930, 111
“Über der Mühle sınd dazu noch keine Spuren iırgendeines Hauses der Palastes

jener eıt gefunden” (L Cos 187). Kıtchen utensils an tood remaıns WeTe found 1162A5
the miıll Rev Bıbl | 1914] 233—234).
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followed T’he study of the eEXTtSs 18 fundamental. Tradıtion
cCannot affect archaeologıca data, but by enablıng LO ıdentify
the sıte to I6 they belong, Cal er solıd hasıs for theır
ınterpretatıon. On thıs basıs alone, 1n opınıon, Ca  w SOMEe of
these data be satısfactorıly interpreted T St Peter G(Gallı-
Cantu.


