New readings of personal names'

Some ghost-names
AMAG
One of the entries in SB 24.16143, a seventh-century Arsinoite account of money, concerns
180¢ AMéovg (8). AMéovg was taken as the genitive of AMfc, a name not attested elsewhere; the
editor(s) excluded the possibility that it is a form of aA1gdg on the assumption that the case would
be wrong, but this is not conclusive. The word occurs in this spelling in the nominative in another
Arsinoite text of this date, SPP 8.816.1 Toodvvng dhéovc.? This also suits the context: three other
entries in the account refer to occupations: dvel(dng) (5), Aopotdpog (6), téktmv (7); only in 1. 9
do we find a sequence of two names -]py1(oc) Kvpoxdin.’

"Atavlog, Zapdbeog

Numerous unusual and unique names occur in P.Prag. 2.136, an Arsinoite tax register of the
later sixth century (‘VII’ ed. pr.). On closer inspection some of them turn out not to be unique,
but still not very common. Thus Zappdto Zapd6gog Atavdrog in 1. 23 (col. i) would seem to attest
two new names, Zopdbeoc and "Atavioc, the latter also found in 1l. 24 and 30. A different
division produces Xappdtag Apdbeoc, and does away with the first of the two presumed
novelties. Tappdtac, a spelling of Tapudrng, is known from several documents of the later
period. Apdbeog, variously spelled, is also fairly well attested; one example comes from 1. 30 of
the same text, kKAnp(ovopor) Apdbsoc Ataviog (cf. also next note). It seems that 11. 23 and 30
record the son and heirs of the same person, but it is unclear why these were mentioned
separately.

Also in need of correction are the endings in -og where genitives are expected: the scribe in
fact wrote -ov, but in an idiosyncratic fashion, with v in the form of a left-facing curve reaching
below o, like final sigma in Roman cursive; this was understood as such only in some parts of the
text. Thus read Apobéov (1. 23, 30) and Ataviov (1l. 23, 24, 30; more on this below), but also
Aygpov (1. 6, for Ayegpoy), Mokapiov (1. 17, for Makdpog), Kovotavtiov (1. 27, for
Kovotdvtiog).

To return to Atavlog or rather AtavAov, the reading seems acceptable in 1. 30, less so in 1.
24, but very difficult in 1. 23, where we seem to have an- and not at-; this receives support from
comparison with an- in Azna [Tadrog in 1. 11. I propose to read Anadrog, a name previously
known from SPP 3(2).5 549.3, whose editor compared it with names such as AtoOA10¢, Avelhog,
or AKAAYAI0C; AyobhvOog probably belongs to the same category of names, as perhaps also does
Aol; and Azétpov in P.Ross.Georg. 5.66.16 does not need to be emended to An<a [T>étpov.

' T am grateful to Federico Morelli for a critical reading of these notes.

? The reading is mine, checked on the original by F. Morelli; ed. pr. has d\ecovg, later changed to dhedc (BL 8.447),
but -ovg seems clear. (According to BL 8.447, this is followed by dno Tiv, which however cannot be confirmed on
the image.) aAéovg is also read in CPR 9.51.17, 18, 19, 24 (Herm.; 640s), but the case is uncertain (nominative or
genitive?), and some of the letters are dotted. F. Morelli reports (email of 29.i.19) that “a 1. 17 direi che c’¢ aleo con
qualcosa soprascritto; negli altri casi pud bene essere aAicovc, con ¢ soprascritto, o forse a 1. 19 e 24 non
soprascritto.”

? Kvpoxdin (Kapakdn ed. pr.) was cautiously suggested by D. Hagedorn in B. Kramer, APF 47 (2001) 358, and is
recorded in the apparatus of the SB edition. The reading is certain.



This seems to be an Arsinoite phenomenon of unclear origin.” I wonder whether A- goes back to
Ama: it is an easy thought that the common Anatobiog and Aodiiog might derive from the same
mold; cf. also Avethog and Anavelhog. The presence of Ana ITadrog and Amadrog in the same
text would not necessarily be a problem. But contrast the case of Aol (see below, under SPP
8.833), which is probably not a derivative of AmaoA.

A small slip affects the reading of another name: in 1. 22, for Tepgovg read Tnpeovg.

Aghoaxiog, ITepevoP( ), Tevpeman

These names are recorded in Foraboschi’s Onomasticon from P.Erl. 128, a text described as
a list of names of the 6"/7" century, and published only in part. A look at the online image may
explain this editorial choice; not everything is clear, and I limit myself to the unique names
reported in the edition:

In 1. 4, for Apobei ITepevoP( ) read ApoB[i]e vnep (9- pap.) évoik(iov).

In 1. 6, for I1d1g Tevpenon read toig yewp(yoic) émouc(iov) v [.

In 1. 7, Aghpaxiov is surely a noun (‘piglet’), not a personal name; this text records more than
names.

‘Toépunc, Todpog

These two names occur in SB 6.9595, a seventh-century list of witnesses published as of
unknown provenance, though several names suggest a Hermopolite origin. Foraboschi,
Onomasticon s.v., considers To®dpog a possible corruption of ‘I6idwpog, but both this and the
other name stem from misunderstandings. The edition has "Toong ‘Iowpov (1. 7) and loone
‘Toépung (1. 8), but in both cases we should opt for a different division: ‘Iocfigig “Qpov and

oot ‘Epufic.

Kovtrag, Kontpag

Kovtrnag made its way to the Namenbuch from the Arsinoite SPP 10.139.5 (6" cent.), 'HA{a
Kovtna. The name has remained an unicum, as it often happens with misreadings; the papyrus
has Kontapa:

=5 =

In its turn, the name Kontopdg is not a singleton; it recurs in BGU 2.608, a list of men from
Karanis of ¢.342,” but under the guise of Kontpdc, another unicum since its edition. At ii.11, in
place of Avv  1ig Kontpd read Avvovtic® Komtopa:”

*SPP 3(2).5.549.3 n. implies that the addition of A- before the usual form of the name is a Copticism, but the
reference to Coptic “a-Praformativ” is dubious. G. Heuser, Die Personennamen der Kopten (Leipzig 1929) 105 with
n. 2, only mentions that there are Latin names in which “a- wird vorgesetzt” (A10YAl, AKAAYALOC), and notes: “Die
Bedeutung dieses & ist mir nicht bekannt.”

> See R.S. Bagnall, K.A. Worp, BASP 17 (1980) 5f. = BL 8.30. The suggestion that the text may date from the first
half of the fifth century, also recorded in BL 8.30, is wrong; cf. already Bagnall and Worp, ibid. The text is written
by the same hand as BGU 2.539 (see BL 8.28); the sign for the thousands at r.15 and v.13 of the latter text is the
Roman one, rarely attested after the middle of the fourth century, when a dash took over this role.

% Conjecturally proposed already by J. Diethart, Prosopographia Arsinoitica I (Wien 1980) 349 n. 71.



Aopoacag

BL 9.184 questions the reading of Aapoca[c?] in P.Oxy. 10.1320.4, a contract of 497. The
name is not attested elsewhere.® An online image allows reading Aopdcw[v], a typical
Oxyrhynchite name (TM Nam 10930).

ITévioc

The names of the addressees of SPP 20.236, a sixth-century letter (‘V/VI’ ed. pr.), were read
as Amol@d ITeviw (koi) IToagpvoudi(m). ITevio was taken as the genitive (in phonetic spelling) of
[Téviog (Preisigke, NB), a name not attested elsewhere (Ileviwog in TM Nam ID 33516). A closer
look turns it into a ghost: as the online image shows, the papyrus has (xat) (§ pap.) Ayeviep. The
letter is addressed to three people.

Other hidden or mistaken identities

BGU 1317

One of the contracting parties in this Arsinoite dialysis of 580/81 signs through an
amanuensis: [ ¢.20 TiB]epiov Kvpiddov ypappatéog | [ .16 ] &ypoayo dDrep adThc mapdvtog
aypoppdrov 6vro[c] (1. mapovong, odong) (1. 14—15). This led to the entry ‘Tipéprog S. d.
Kopi\hog, ypappateds’ in Pros. Ars., no. 5178, which is problematic: at this point, we expect the
name of the amanuensis followed by his father’s, with or without vid¢ in between, and two
successive names in the genitive are hard to explain. My suspicion that Tif]epiov was a
misreading for poxapiov has been confirmed on the online image: what was read as g is
compatible with the top of the upper arm of «, while the traces under it suit the upper right part of

the ap combination; cf. Tapdvtog in 1. 1:9
po]kapiov Kvpiddov 2 (m)ap(évtoc) l

We could reconstruct the amanuensis’ signature as [AvpAliog name vidg 100 palkapiov
Kvpiddov ypappotéwg. The lacuna at the beginning of 1. 15 could have taken away [an0 TAg
avThc mOAemc].

BGU 3.750

The guarantor in this Arsinoite deed of surety of 655 describes himself as ]kopaitig
Tapoikdplog viog F'ewpylov (1. 5). Jxopaitic is enigmatic. The online image shows that what was
read as x is broken above, so that it is impossible to tell whether the first stroke extends upwards,
as expected from «, or not, in which case the letter would be . The latter will yield Bopa‘fuq, a

7 Credit for image clipping: © Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung; scan:
Berliner Papyrusdatenbank, P 8080 R.

¥ It was wrongly resolved in P.Mert. 1.41, but this has been corrected (BL 8.208).

? Credit for image clippings: © Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung; scan:
Berliner Papyrusdatenbank, P 2615 R.



phonetic version of the name Bo(v)paidi(0)g, attested in several documents of this period.” We
should supply [AdpAitoc] before it."

P.Herm. 69

The person who signs on behalf of an illiterate canal-worker in this Hermopolite text of 410
calls himself Avpnio[g . 1. . adehoog Bnoapiovog. A self-description with reference to one’s
brother is strange, but inspection of the original at Manchester (John Rylands Library)'? reveals
something unexceptional: Avpriiog Tpuaderpog Bnoapiovog.

P.Laur.4.175

The first line in this list of names, assigned to the third/fourth century, was read as EVtpog1g,
1. Evtpémoc. To judge from the photograph, the reading is possible but not inescapable;
Evypdoic, which assumes no spelling error, seems more likely. There are only three other
attestations of the name Evypdgiog (TM Nam 9335) in Egypt, in documents dated between the
first and the late third century.

P.Nag Hamm. 44

This is a name list of the late third or early fourth century. The editor read ITaxvpag ZépProg
in 1. 4, and noted: “both names are new if rightly read, but there is considerable doubt about the
first ... ZépProg, though genitive, may have been derived from Latin Servius.” The plate suggests
that the papyrus has Xdppiog. This may be a phonetic version of Zdp@iog, genitive of Zdpgig, a
name known from the Theban area, not too far away from Nag Hammadi.

SB 5.7634

The subscription to this Oxyrhynchite document of 249 closes in a peculiar fashion; after the
names of four persons, the edition has 6t éuod AvpnA(iov) k(o) 10 yapti|dov Emdédmwko Kal
dpooa tov Opkov (1. 55-6). k(ai) gave the editor difficulty, not resolved by the alternatives
suggested in a note (JEA 20 [1934] 22); and a name ought to follow AvUpnA(iov). The online
image" reveals a different text: Avpni(fov) KAieoydpovg | Aovu(ciov). There are not many
instances of the name KAgoydpng in papyri, but most of them come from Oxyrhynchus.

SB 8.9931

The name of the amanuensis in this Hermopolite document of 405 was not deciphered:
In. . wpom[ ] n [#ypoya] (1. 23). On the basis of the online image,'*1 propose to read
[Mwvovtiwv TTo..~ o[ ], but I find it hard to match the traces with the expected Ad]pnAiog

19 See P.Gascou 32.63 n.; to the literature cited there add D. Dana, Onomasticon Thracicum (Athens 2014) 71f.

" This gives rise to another problem. The text is addressed to a dux of Arcadia, taken to be FI. Ioannes (see CPR 24,
p- 205 n. 14), but [®A. Todvvn @] in 1. 4 would be too long in comparison, if lines 4 and 5 were aligned. Another
small correction is needed in 1. 7: for edxke[ec(tding)] vrepoyiig read gdkleo[D]g VepoyAg.

"2 First checked by me (June 2018), and rechecked by Antonia Sarri (March 2019), whom I thank.

1% <http://www .bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx ?ref=papyrus_2554_f001r>

' <https://www altegeschichte.uni-bonn.de/die-abteilung/bonner-papyrus-und-ostrakonsammlung/Papyri/p.bonn-
020-rto/image_view_fullscreen>



before it. The father’s name may be ITamvov[6{]ov, but the traces at the end of the line are
ambiguous. At any rate, there is no [€ypoya] in this line.

SB 16.12422

This is an Arsinoite acknowledgement of debt by Avpniiog Zevovgiog | [viog] K = odA tod
kot T[] (11. 3-4), assigned to the sixth century. “Je ne peux pas lire KiopodA,” commented the
editor on the partially read name (Hellenika 32 [1980] 134). The online image shows that the
papyrus has Kiwapovk, a name known exclusively from the Fayum."” The debtor also appears in
the endorsement, not mentioned in ed. pr.:

U(pdypapov) Zevove(iov) viod KiapovA t(0)d [ked IT - --1."°
SB 18.13948

What is preserved of the second column of this document lists persons from whom grain was
collected'” somewhere in the region of Memphis in 407. Some of the names are remarkable, but
not all of them stand to scrutiny. Zoppatio[v in 1. 8 would be a new by-form of a common name,
but the online image allows reading the ordinary Zapudtng. “Epotog in 1. 12, taken as the genitive
of the rare “Epoig, should be read as Apgtog. In 1. 19, for Aptepuaifov read Aptepidw[pog (the
top of 9 is lost, and of ® only a vestige remains).

The editor read or restored every name in the genitive, but the entries are given in the
nominative (cf. P.Mich. 20.809 or 813). Apart from the names discussed above, ITonctog in 1. 9
can be taken as a nominative. More difficult is Bnodt[og (sic) in 1. 15; I cannot see fau nor the
expected sigma.

SPP 8.710

The name of the payer in this late Arsinoite tax receipt was read as K[ooJua [ ]|
M[ . ]Jvov (1l. 2-3). The papyrus is in a poor state of preservation, but the online image suggests
reading 3(10)"* Aopa[v]od | Swybvov (1. Srakévov).

SPP 8.744

Wessely read the first part of name of the naver in 1. 2 of this late Arsinoite poll-tax receipt,
and added a drawing of what followed: /77« K This has been changed to Ioax EOA( )," but
the name of the father gives difficulty. The parchment has e , which I read as "Toak Tou

(or Zogt). Though the nominative Zo(e)g is attested, Lot may have been treated as indeclinable;
cf. CPR 10.65.39 (Ars.; 6" c.) 8(0)0( ) dmo Zaet, P.Oxy. 16.2045.7 (612) Iétpo Zast.

In BGU 3.739 = SPP 8.713.2, the first editor correctly read Kiopovk; Kiapodh (BL 1.440) is wrong.

1P J. Sijpesteijn, Aegyptus 68 (1988) 83f. (= BL 9.283) proposed to read yp[£et in place of xp[voia in 1. 12; xpé[et
may now be confirmed on the image.

'"See P.Mich.20,p.22n. 14.

'8 F. Morelli kindly checked the original and reported (email of 29.i.19): “direi che sopra il & di deka della linea
successiva si vedono davvero resti di un trattino che deve essere la abbreviazione di 8(1d).”

¥ See Diethart, Prosopographia Arsinoitica nos. 1783 and 2403, with n. 278 (p. 356). This was excerpted in BL
8.446 but with no reference to no. 2403, so that “EOM( ), wohl EdAM(dy10c)” was given as the reading of the entire
passage.



SPP 8.833

M[n]va 'OA[ was read at the end of 1. 2 of this seventh-century (‘VI’ ed. pr.) receipt from
Arsinoe. The reading was later revised to Monag[t]ov d(ma) "OX (BL 8.447), which however is no
less problematic than the earlier version. We do not expect ana to be abbreviated, and it was
not:*’ as we can tell from the image, the short stroke that links o with o is not of the kind used for
abbreviations. The name AoA, also spelled AoA, is not very common (TM Nam 24294); it is
tempting but not necessary to relate it to AmaoA (on such names see above, p. I), since it is found
already in the mid fourth century (P.Abinn. 73.7). More difficult is the name before it: a is
preferable to o, and the tops of the putative 1 and € may well belong to the top of a wide «, such
as the k of €xtng in the same line. I have considered Md[p]kov, but there is hardly any space for p
in the lacuna; Max[api]ov would be even more difficult to fit.

This person is said to come ano ‘HpoxA[; there is more writing after A, the top of & with t
under it. I propose to read ‘Hpoxheia[g, an Arsinoite village (TM Geo 772) attested also in this
period. The phrasing of this text also points to this area. This settles the issue of provenance,
previously thought to be unknown.

There is one other problem to tackle: the text in the edition begins mapéoy(e) 6pod, but what
was read as upsilon is iota intersected by a long oblique stroke; read 6poi(®g).

SPP 8.1291v

This is an account of tax payments, written on the back of a fragmentary tax receipt. Its
provenance was given as ‘Hermopol.?,” but the material (parchment) and the name Ama
‘TovA(10¢) (1. 5) point to the Fayum. I reproduce lines 3 (which is crossed out) and 5 as they
appear in the edition, followed by a clipping of an image of the first part of these lines:

3 mrcopns dim 3(37‘?/ 7:@5/’/{4/(/" J[} o/ 5 Ana 701/)\(‘") J)eglo/o[

In 1. 3 we have names and money; although Wessely did not resolve the abbreviations, he
would not have objected to reading ‘Tepe(piag) Meprov(piov). At the beginning of the line, there
is TTkopng di(dxovog). The name (< N-KOMHC) in this spelling is also known from SPP 10.281.9,
10 (Ars.; 7"/8" ¢.); other spellings are attested in other regions. As for the mysterious writing in 1.
S, delta should be read as sigma, which would give Xepig, an indeclinable name previously
known from two documents from Roman Fayum (TM Nam 17520). This is followed by [v]o(L.)
ol

SPP 10.55A
Nappovfe(wg) 8(1a) Ovpl is what survives of 1. 6 of this Arsinoite fiscal register, assigned to
the sixth century but clearly of the seventh. Given the text’s origin, the name should be restored

? For similar problems, see SPP 10.122v.8 with BL 8.457, or SPP 3(2).5.549.3 n.



either as Ovp[iyévoug or as Ovp[imwvoc, with the latter by far the likeliest candidate. A namesake
from this village, about a century later, occurs in SPP 10.74v.ii.4 yop(iov) Nap[pu]o[¥0]e(wg)
d(1a) Ovpimv(og) Ama ‘TovA(iov). The reading of the name in the latter passage was questioned,
and Zvpiov(og) was suggested instead (CPR 23, p. 88f.), which would remove what was then the
last occurrence of the name. The omikron, however, is secure, even if it has suffered some
damage. Furthermore, the recent publication of P.CtYBR inv. 461* has provided two
unambiguous examples (ll. 3 and 6), one of them a man from Narmouthis; three of the four
instances of the name are now associated with this village. This must be a by-form of ‘Qpiwv, and
should therefore bear the rough breathing; cf. CPR 34.12.45 20ypiwN. 2ypiwN in P.Poethke 26.4,
an ostracon from Narmouthis, is the same name.*

Misunderstood apostrophes

It was recently claimed™ that certain readings of the names Iletog(i)pic and Tetoe(1)pic
(various cases) have to be emended into others going back to ITetoce(1)pig and Tetooe(1)pig, on
the assumption that the editors failed to recognize “a little omicron between the fau and the
sigma.” This, however, is a misconception: in all these cases, the scribes added an apostrophe
between tau and sigma, a fairly common convention in the writing of two successive consonants,
especially from the third century onwards.>* J.R. Rea, the editor of P.Oxy. 43.3109.9, 51.3621 21,
and 3638.18 and 31, did not miss any omicron, but recorded the apostrophes in the apparatus. It
is true that the apostrophe resembles omikron on P.Oxy. 51.3638.18, but its shape is clear in 1. 31.
The scribe of P.Oxy. 51.3638 was also inconsistent: Tetoeipt in 1. 3 has no apostrophe. Likewise,
the editorial apostrophes in PSI 10.1112.19 and 20 should not be seen as omikron and iota
respectively (the apostrophe in the second passage is very large and occupies the space of a
letter). The diacritic in P.Giss. 101.13 has lost its lower part, and was represented as a
circumflex-like sign in the edition, but was correctly recognized as an apostrophe in the DDbDP
version. [let’oeiplog in W.Chr. 206.2, 3, and 13 seems to have escaped notice. All these texts are
Oxyrhynchite.

University College London Nikolaos Gonis

' L. Berkes, B. Haug, BASP 53 [2016] 206ff.

1 owe this reference to Lajos Berkes, who also informs me that there are several additional examples in
unpublished texts in the Michigan collection, which may well come from Narmouthis.

2 A 1. Blasco Torres, APF 63 (2017) 324-8.

% See E.G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World® (BICS Suppl. 46; 1987) 11 n. 50; W.B. Henry, P.Oxy.
82, p. 24 with n. 1.



