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NOTES ON MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTS V*

53. BGU I 255

This Memphite deed of surety of 599 has been known to many generations of papyrologists from its par-
tial reproduction as Schubart, Papyri Graecae Berolinenses 46. The extant beginning of line 6, read as
Kol ApeevTny viov to[D pox]aptov Mnva, was not included in the PGB plate. An image of the whole
is now available on line, and shows that Appevtnyv, a name that has remained without a second reference
for well over a century, is a ghost: read &pdevtnyv (for the shape of delta, cf. d1¢. in 1. 4). The word is oth-
erwise known only from a literary text, Manetho 4.258 (L.SJ render ‘waterer’), though we find the term
énopdevtrc in some Ptolemaic papyri and C.Pap.Gr. IT App. 1.4 (Oxy.; 178). The tasks of the &pdevtic
were presumably the same as those of the Ddpondpoyoc, a more common term in other areas — papyri from
Memphis are very few. This was the second part of this man’s occupation; we do not know what the first
was, though we may compare the Oxyrhynchite yewpyot kol Ddpordpoyotl (PKsIn XTI 459.8 [436?], P.Oxy.
L 3582.3 [442], VI 902.3 [464]). This ‘waterer’ is the person under surety; it may be relevant that one of the
guarantors is a gardener (4, to]poptTnc).

54.BGU III 728
Line 11 of this sixth/seventh-century letter currently reads dmoavijya tfic Tocovtne dBvuioc. dmaviyo
is dubious; the index lists it under dnavdmtewy, adding a question mark. Preisigke, WB 1 154, to whom
&B[vpioc is due (BL I 440), translates, ‘ich bin sehr mutlos geworden (?)". But the papyrus has a differ-
ent word, and the meaning of the phrase is the opposite to that assumed. On the image I read dvoviyo;
translate, ‘I will recover from such a great depression’. The verb dvovnem has not occurred in any other
papyrus, but is well attested in literary Greek.

55. P.Amh. II 149
The first two lines of this loan or rather advance of money (tpoypeio) were printed as follows:
dropil[
avdpitl . lvel

This is part of the common Menas-formula of Apionic documents; on an image! I read:

croptl[ovtoc 1 18l decmdtn 1M OTH TOVELPNUE
avdpt tnv dyoyn]v klot évoxny

1 Mnva oikétov 100 énepmtdvioc kol mpo- will have been written in the line lost immediately above.
What follows the formula is less straightforward. Line 3 was read as Qovpociot[érolv Kuprokod 1]
¢ [ Inl. Since the money was given it 100 a0t0D Bowpaciotdrov Kuprokod | epovontod (11 11-12), we
may read n[povon]tod after the name in 1. 3, and perhaps supply d1c cod 1o at the lost end of 1. 2, though
this will not fill the lacuna. The appearance of an intermediary after the Menas-formula is unusual. Only
in POxy. XXIV 2420 (614) do we find something comparable, but the intermediary is an &vtiyeodyoc and
the document is later in date than P.Ambh. IT 149.

There is no reference to a date in the extant part of the text, but we may gain an idea about it from
the type of solidi used. The advance concerns two solidi minus 8§ carats. In Oxyrhynchus, the same rate
of deduction, minus 4 carats per solidus, is found in SB XVI 12472 (525 or 526), P.Oxy. LXXXIII 5368
(530sM), PSI 1 77 (551), and P.Oxy. I 145 (552). The hand would suit a date in the mid sixth century. The
magnate addressed in the lost part of the text was either Strategius II or his son Apion II.

* Continued from ZPE 191 (2014) 198-202. Unless indicated otherwise, the images mentioned in this article are accessi-
ble through www.papyri.info. My thanks to Sophie Kovarik, with whom I discussed some of these notes.

I http://corsair.morganlibrary.org/collimages/3/350410v_0001 jpg.
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56. P.Berol. 258552

This list of names of the third century appears to attest four names described as ‘addend|a] onomasti-
cis’. For three of them, however, this unique status disappears upon closer study of the image. In 1. 2, the
papyrus does not have Koceviic but Oearyévne (there is an ink smudge affecting the reading of the puta-
tive theta, possibly the result of a correction). In 1. 3, in place of AnéAAwv Anoved( ) read An[o]AAwviic
anehevBepoc); AmoAlovic is not a common name. In 1. 7, for Bayidpnc read Boyidtnc, 1. Baxyidc;
for the spelling cf. P.Harr. I1 220.23 (111 Bc) or P.Laur. I 11rA.9 (248 or 258). This is someone from Bakchias
who was outside his village; cf. P.Yale III 13791 n. The papyrus may come from the Fayum.

57. P.Daris 38

This is a revised edition of SB XVI 12757, an account assigned to the fourth/fifth century. I briefly touched
upon it in ZPE 143 (2003) 164, where I discussed Asclepiades son of Achilles, a ship owner in P.Harr.
194.10, ‘attested as prytanis, (ex-?)gymnasiarch and bouleutes of Oxyrhynchus in 360 ... [who] may recur
in the unprovenanced and undated SB XVI 12757.4°. There is one other prosopographical link between
P.Daris 38 and Oxyrhynchus in the 360s, what was read as | do0A® AroAdwviov in 1. 2. A reference to a
slave immediately before an important Oxyrhynchite is odd, but the papyrus is damaged; comparison with
the next entry, two lines below, suggests that some four letters were lost to the left. I propose to read m(oipcr)
O¢0]d00A@; P.Oxy. LXVII 4607.ii.10 (362/3), a tax account of moAttar, refers to a ©e6d0vAoc AToAA®VIOL.
A Theodoulos alias Apollonios was curator civitatis of Oxyrhynchus in 359 (P.Oxy. LI 3623): could this be
the same person, with the father’s name used as an alias?

Two other textual points require attention. In 1. 6, dvenéueBe was revised to &veneupd”; the abbre-
viation was not resolved, but we should no doubt read dvenéuedm). More interesting is 1. 7, where the new
version has b(rép) vowPiov Avv ék (Snvoplav puptddov) pt (yivovton) (dnvopiov popiddec) pvl ¢ |.
1450 naubia at 110 myriads/naubion make 159500 myriads; but the sum given is 159 myriads 500, which
is impossible. In the accounting conventions of that time, 159500 myriads would be expressed as 15 myr-
iads of myriads + 9500 myriads, (dnvapiov) (Loptddec) (Loptadwv) e Be; for this type of calculation,
cf. PLaur. III 70.4 (Oxy.; 367). The end of the line is very abraded, but *Nn 1& ;,6¢ may just be made out.
These figures are useful, but there is no contemporary evidence to compare. CPR VIII 22.37 of 314 reflects
different monetary realities, while P.Herm. 69 of 412 refers to a payment of salaries for 1500 naubia but
gives no financial details.

58. P.Daris 42
This is a new version of SB XII 11163, with no changes in respect to the first edition but accompanied by
a photograph. Line 12 contains the date, TSt k8 ivdik(tiovoc) e, followed by [ ] € ivd(uctiovoc) in 1. 13.
The second reference to the indiction is anomalous, but inspection of the photograph shows that this line
preserves the end of the signature of someone whose name is lost: read [ name ctot]yel pot +.

59. P.Genova I1 72
This is an order addressed lodvvn epovtictii n’ ovcloc (1. 1). &’ odcloc is curious, but the plate (Tav.
IX) shows that ar should be read as ov (for a similar misreading, see above, note no. 54). This yields
Avovucioc, an Oxyrhynchite toponym; cf. the énoikiov Tepéwv in 1. 2 (with BL X 279). The approximate
position of Hiereon is known (Benaissa, RSON? 113), which gives us an idea about the location of Anousias
as well as of Neophytou, the latter mentioned with Anousias in P.Oxy. LVII 3914.6.

60. P.Got. 37
This is a fragmentary letter assigned to the seventh century, but a date in the sixth is more likely. The most
interesting aspect is the endorsement, | cov Bed eic v oiketov (vac.) t@v éudv [. This is the address
proper of the letter, as shown by the seal-like design inked between oixelov and t@v (see online image).

2 For bibliographical details and digital images see http://berlpap.smb.museum/15857.
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Instructions for delivery are not common in papyrus letters (see ZPE 136 [2001] 116-18 for references), and
are very rare in this period.

Also noteworthy is 1. 8, | ebnpenectdtov dpyovtoc kdtw. The papyrus has pleyodonpenectdrov. The
absence of the article after dpyovtoc rules out supplying y®paoc in the lost part of 1. 9.

There are several other textual problems, but most of them can be removed. In 1. 1, for ewv [ ] mvtov
v read €ivoe [ ] ywv tovtev (not €[vtjayw);? in L 4, for vnep eowtd read mop’ €owtd; in 1. 5, for
| omep metread Jowto méumey; in the same line, byiadvopev in place of Onevvouev is an easy thought,
but the reading is difficult. The letter is headed by m, not reported in the edition.

61. P.Got. 96
This is another fragmentary papyrus from Gothenburg, published as a short description:
‘Fragment théologique. (...) Prov. inconnue. VI*-VIE siécle. 1. + Ev dvopott toh xvpio[v kol deondton
‘Incod] 2. Xpiotod 10D Be0b xod [cwthipog Hudv .. .. .. 3.1 [4.0¢ [
The fragment was later recognized as the beginning of a document (BL I1.2 71), but it seems to have
received no other notice. On the basis of the online image, I read the following text:

1 év dvoport 1od kupto[v kot decrotov] Incod
Xpictod 100 Oeod kot Clothipoc NudvV kol
thc de[crotvIn[c Hudv thic ayloc
Beot[0]kov k[od TAvTOV 1@V Cylmv, ETovc

5 Avo[kAntiovod
w0 [
Al
Back:

T ouoA(oyio) yevopeg(vn) [On0 - - -

This combination of a Christian invocation (4A; see CSBE? 101) and date by the Diocletianic era is common
in Arsinoite documents of the second half of the seventh century; the closest parallels are P.Berl.Zill. 8
(662) and P.Eirene II 10 (681). The only problem is that 1. 3 is short as restored, but it is hard to see what
else might have stood in the lacuna (there is no room for xoi dewmapBévov in 1. 4, and it is unlikely that
dewmopBévou was written in 1. 3).

62. P.Herm. 52-53

These are two copies of a petition addressed AvpnAle IIétpe PAGU®VOC TOMTEVOUEVD EVOPX® |
vuktoctpatny® ‘Eppod molewc (52.2f; sim. 53.3f) on 4 July 398. The name of this person, IT€tpe
(II[¢]tpe in PHerm. 53.3), makes one pause. A certain Kyros son of Philammon is attested in sever-
al Hermopolite texts of the 390s, and a document dated 28 January 398 is addressed AvpnAie Kopo
O uAdp[uw]viod | roArtevopéve vapym viv]k[tolctpaltiye ‘Eppod noieoc (P.Lips. I 56.3ff). Images* of
P.Herm. 5253 show that Petros and the notion of two brothers are ghosts: Kbpe (without dots or brackets)
has to be read in both passages. The new readings remove the problems associated with the tenure of the
office of nyctostrategus, discussed by J. Gascou, P.Bagnall 27 introd. (p. 107) and 5 n.

63.P.Lips.152
In this deed of surety of 372, a former kepodon®tic swears T évedviay ty éuotod | tomcacBon tj
taget, éneldn éxededcOn | Tépac [cJroBiivon vr[0] Tic €ovcioc (oD | kupiov wlo]v to]d Aapurpotdrov |

3 L. Berkes contributed this reading and that in 1. 5.

4 The starting point for the search is http:/enriqueta.man.ac.uk/luna/servlet/ManchesterDev~93~3; the inv. nos. are
P Herm Rees 52 and 53.
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nyeudvoc (11. 9-13). xedledcOn népoc [cJroBfvan are readings proposed in BL I 209, but the expression is
singular, even if népoic might appear to look forward to 15f. émc v 10 k0T’ €uot | épatfoc] TOy. Inspec-
tion of the online image results in a less remarkable reading: mopactodfivor, ‘be produced’. The same
procedure is described in P.Lips. I 48.11f. xehevcBévto dmavtiicon eic v | t6&w (scil. fyepoviac).

64.PSI 'V 479
A rare numismatic term was thought to appear in lines 2-3 of this fifth-century letter: d1lw]Idimv
voucpotiov ekotov £€nkov(ta. The image shows that o1 at the start of 1. 3 is a misreading, and the papy-
rus has something unexceptional: Tdv vopicpotiov KTA.

65. P.Wisc. 110

Notarial signatures in fifth-century documents from Oxyrhynchus are notoriously difficult to read, but the
editor’s transcription of the signature in this loan of 468 is remarkably full and certain: 8t ¢uod BonBov
(1. 22). Byz. Not. p. 89 (= BL VIII 201) questioned the reading, especially of the notary’s name, and print-
ed ‘di emu - - -’ in its place. In my view, however, the original reading is essentially correct, only that it is
written in Latin characters except for the last three letters: di emu BohBov.

The text has attracted a fair amount of critical attention, but the endorsement has received no comment.
It starts wopa KoAlovBov Aa(yovomdrov) (1. 23), which is implausible. The papyrus is abraded at this
point, and the online image is not optimal, but I do not see anything that would prevent us from reading
Yp(oppaTiov), as in other loans of this period; cf. e.g. POxy. LXXII 4903—4 (417), VI 914 (486), XVI 1975
(496), XIX 2237 (498).

66. SB VI 8986
In ZPE 166 (2008) 199 n. 2, I wrote that ‘the edition [of this papyrus] is generally more problematic than
the printed text implies’, but in that article I only engaged with the dating formula. Ten years later, the
appearance of an image on line® gives me the opportunity to return to the other problems, although I cannot
remove all of them. This is partly due to the way the papyrus is arranged inside the frame, which makes
lines 15 and 29 difficult to read and 22 largely illegible; it is to be hoped that one day the frame will be
opened and the fragments of the papyrus will be repositioned.
Lines 29-31 were transcribed as follows:

| é€axorovOnca

30 v évdpa mpoc 8] Je€ovar cov dcpai(etow)
Jehoc
Abrasion and other surface damage make decipherment difficult, but the papyrus seems to have:’
] . dwoio ckon® . €€axolovOncdenc
30 Iv Gvépa mpoc &¢ petlovd cov G (eto)

Ty [Blaciiikny cotptov el téhoc

An oath began in 31, e.g. [Enopocaunv v aylav kot opoovctov tprado kot Ty [Blactikny cotnplov;
for the construction cf. P.Miinch. I 8.34-5 (c. 540), and for the formula SB VI 8988.78—-9 (647).

Another new reading of some interest can be made in 1. 39, where one of the witnesses appears to
have written vio]c Fewpyiov dmotnBeic poptvpd. The papyrus has amout;, the absence of brackets is a
minor oversight, and the resolution of the abbreviation was probably influenced by the subscription of the
amanuensis in 1. 38, which ends aitnBeic vréyponyo. We should read dmont(ntic); for the abbreviation,

6 Accessible at http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Papyrus_2019.
7'S. Kovarik contributed the new readings in 1. 30 and the first part of 1. 29.
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misunderstood for drout(nBeic) in several ostraca from Edfu (Edfu is the origin of SB VI 8986 t00), see
B. Palme, ZPFE 64 (1986) 91-5.

Other problems: in 1. 15, for Ano]JAAwvoc ton doEo o read And]AAwvoc énedn n o (mdvto ?) o
d6Eavtal (the first part was read by S. Kovarik); in 1. 23, the papyrus has xol to €€ dpeotv (té was not
transcribed); in 1. 42, read éAée1 0(e0)D mpecB(Htepoc), not élee(tvoc) B(g0)d npecP(Dtepo)c; at the end of the
line, the editor’s mapovcn is only the regularized version of what was written, viz. Topocet.

67.SB VI 8987

In this document of 644/5, two sisters who sell a part of a house in Oxyrhynchus are said to reside év koun
[Tivnyéoc tod ‘HpoxAeon[o]A[ttov vouo]d (1. 6). M. R. Falivene, The Herakleopolite Nome (1998) 180, knew
this village only from this text, but noted that one of the persons in the dossier to which SB 8987 belongs lived
in ‘Great Beshin (possibly the Coptic name of Phebichis)’ for some time; the reference is to MTNO& BEWIN (SB
Kopt. I 36.149, 155, 158, cf. 22), which Falivene associated with ®&Buyic | ueydAn (op. cit. 244). The village
in SB 8987 is no doubt the same; on the online image® I read the toponym as ITiixemc, which goes back to
the same Egyptian word as ®eiyewc (cf. the name TIiRnyic or ®iPnyic, from Egyptian Pzy-byk).?

Except for small losses at the beginnings of the lines, the papyrus is generally well preserved and
textual problems are not very many, and most of them have already been addressed (entries in BL V, VII,
VIIIL, IX, XI). One of those remaining is the new sentence that starts in 1. 26, énepwtndeic dpoAdynco
évenAnpdcBon.l0 The editor assumed an error for renAnpdcBou, but did not comment on the grammatical
number of the two other verb forms, which is not the first person plural used throughout the document.
A closer look at the image yields the sequence @uoloyfcapey nenAnpdcBor. enepmnBeic was correctly
read; we should emend to énepmtnBOeic(on).

Three witnesses to this sale call themselves wpo( ), which P. J. Sijpesteijn, ZPE 19 (1975) 273 (cf. BL
VII 200), resolved as rmpo(cBfitepoc), . mpecPitepoc (11. 46, 48, 49). One other witness who is a priest is
TP vioe Avovioc (1. 44), who wrote Ifi = np(ecBitepoc) after his name, but this was omitted from the
published text.

68.SB VI 9190

This papyrus once belonged to Heythrop College, a Roman Catholic institution located in Oxfordshire
between 1926 and 1970, when Heythrop moved to London; its present whereabouts are unknown.!! It was
published by E. P. Wegener, JEA 23 (1937) 204, who noted: ‘A. S. Hunt, ..., as Mr. Lobel told me, studied
this document with the intention of publishing it ... Unfortunately his transcript was not to be found.
Hunt’s transcript has been found (now in the Papyrology Rooms, Sackler Library, Oxford), as well as one
made by Lobel earlier. There are several differences between these transcripts and the published version,
and in certain cases Hunt’s readings seem superior or at least merit consideration. I report these below,
though they cannot be verified.

The document is an Oxyrhynchite loan of money dated 21 September 131. After unvoc CeBoctod 9,
the text continues év kau[pun ToAa]ot (11. 2-3). Lobel and Hunt read CeBoctfj | [év ToAa]ot, which looks
plausible except for the fact that no august day is known to have fallen on the 24th of any month.

In 1. 9, Wegener read 810 100 awtod yp[og[eliov tén unvi Ceoctdr, but noticed the ‘unusual word-or-
der’ of Tt pmvi Ceoctdr. Lobel’s and Hunt’s 810 10D ardtod yp(oupeiov) (yp§ pap.) tidt avtidt unvi CePoct
is attractive, even if the phrase cannot be exactly paralleled. '

8 http:/www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Papyrus_2018.

9 It is not likely that the same locality is to be recognized in SB I 5338.11 IeBixov, since all other villages in this list are
Arsinoite (the image shows that A[Auv]pdg in 1. 15, already doubted in SPP III2.5, p. 182, is not a possible reading).

10 The line begins [ Jpotwnc in ed. pr., for which [6AoxAn]pov Tific was later suggested (BL VII 200). Traces not
reported in ed. pr. suit the upper parts of k and m, but there is no v after o (a slight thickening at the top of o is not v).

1y quote from an email of Chris Pedley SJ, Librarian of Heythrop at that time, dated 29.ii1.2010: ‘I am afraid ... our
attempts to find it a few years ago were unsuccessful and I have not come across either the papyrus or any record of it since.
I think we have to conclude it is missing.’
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The loan was secured on 1% arura of katoikic land, fivrep xotokeuévnv év dnl[pocion] korotkov
v OANV piay fpcw T 8¢ eocet kal[ta th]v pev Gpovpov piov xepcopnélov (thicy 8¢ apovpnc futcovc
ktA. (11. 13-15). This is not immediately intelligible, especially with a verb lacking from the relative clause.
Hunt’s transcript offers a different text, arrived at after several tentative readings: fivrep kot TAGvNV
£0nI[Awcev; there are several instances of the phrase xotd tAGvny, and Hunt referred to SPP XX 85.7.
After that, Hunt read xol[Aduov] pev dpovpav ptav xepcopunédov 8¢ ktA., which must be right.

Some other discrepancies cannot be settled without access to the papyrus. In 1. 1, Wegener read Xu, and
noted that e might be considered instead of p; Hunt transcribed ex[. In 1. 5, Wegener’s text has Negepcodt(oc),
whereas Hunt had read Tegepcobt(oc); the name is not otherwise attested in either form. At the beginning
of 1. 19, Lobel and Hunt restored [tnv kotJoxnv; Wegener did not supply the article. In 11. 19-20, Wegener
read eic 10 1@V &y)kticeov Piiol[euA]alkio]v, while Hunt had eic v t@v éyxticemv Biiol[0nxmy;
either is possible.

69.SB X 10738
The text was published as a writing exercise, assigned to the sixth century. The editor noted: ‘Il discente ha
trascritto, probabilmente, i nomi dei suoi compagni di classe, e comunque dei suoi amici, con bella irrego-
larita stilistica, oltre che grafica, in quanto ora collega i nomi con ko, ora si limita a giustapporli.” The first
four lines (the fifth is very damaged) were edited as follows:

(m. 1) Jtnew d(poxuoi) oy’
(m.?2) Joc & Atvéa(c), Cafodpro(c) ko "HAla(c)

| xoi TovoBac, "EAtoc, “Epoc vioc Mopudv(Bov)
] Agdkapoc, Alitioc xa(l) Moped(c)

Most of the names are unusual but seem to have received no notice. The reading of the drachmas in 1. 1
was questioned by K. A. Worp, ZPE 172 (2010) 170, and with good reason. An image!2 shows that this line
preserves the end of an indictional date, which would have been preceded by a consular formula. We have
the top right-hand corner of a contract that probably dates from the first half of the sixth century. I read the
following text:

m. 1 Jtnc v(duetiwvoc) //
(m.2) [T€]Aexic vioc APovpiov kot "HAlo
] kot "Tovoe mpecfutepoc vioc Mopody
4 ] Agv xoi Avodr vioc KoAlapev

The name ITé\extic in 1. 2 (read by S. Kovarik) is only known from three Arsinoite documents of late date,
which may offer a clue to the origin of this text. Another potential clue is the partly preserved name in 1. 4;
if we restore H]q?uzu, there are two other instances of this name, also from late Arsinoite texts.!3 The name
KoaAAopev in 1. 4 is new, even if we read the last letter as tau (Aper is attested).

70. SB XX 14672
The entry in 1. 6 of this grain account of the fifth/sixth century begins éx 100 IToBw( ). The published pho-
tograph (Tyche 3 [1988] Taf. 2) suggests reading TToBoet, a name attested in this spelling also in SB XIV
12098.2. The latter text is Arsinoite; SB 14672 is of unknown provenance — could it be that it is Arsinoite too?

Nikolaos Gonis, Department of Greek and Latin, University College London, London WCI1E 6BT
n.gonis@ucl.ac.uk

12 Accessible at http://www.pug.unige.net, under PUG 1162.

13 CPR IX 66.8 and P.Rain.Unterricht 109v.20. The former was thought to be Hermopolite on the basis of its inventory
number, but onomastic considerations point to an Arsinoite origin; see J. Gascou, BiOr 43 (1986) 96 (not reported in BL).



