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NOTES ON MiISCELLANEOUS DocuMENTS VI!

71. BGU II 547

This is a letter written sometime in the earlier part of the seventh century (‘Byz.” ed. pr.), addressed to a
person of much superior status to the sender. The edited text generally flows, but a part of 1. 5 remained
undeciphered: kol katoAopuBdave tov LS . The online image shows that the papyrus reads
T0VC TOd0C LUMV (B-), ‘and I come to your feet’ (for this sense of xorohouPdve, cf. Lampe, PGL sw. 4).
There is a reference to a future meeting and the recipient’s feet in 11. 9-10, 6 kUploc TOV CiOVOV ... AELOCM
v &uny | petprotnta mpockvviican tovc modoc vudv; for the idea, cf. also P.Cair.Masp. I 67091.19-20
(528?) xotohoPety | o Tpvn thic ovtdv é€ovcioc, POxy. LXXXI 5289.7 (vi/vir) kéyd NABov eic tovc
nodoc budv. Before ko, the edition has Je onc; Iread | Cofic but I cannot reconstruct the context.

72. BGU II 643
This letter too should be assigned to the earlier seventh century (‘5-6 Jh.” ed. pr.) and is addressed to a
superior, called decrdtnc. The writer reports that a gardener was due to arrive tomorrow, and requests that
the ‘master’ might ask the gardener to inspect the vegetable garden, since the writer himself had gone to
the orchard. The last two lines of the text (3—4) were read as follows:

énel U duontod anfiABov eic 10 toudpy, £¢° ® Bewp-
€1 TV Aogoviay +

The word division is odd, and the construction é¢’ @ + present indicative is peculiar. A check of the image
reveals the foot of an upright after p at the end of 1. 3 (the fibres are stripped after it), while the first two
letters in 1. 4 should be read as co: we have é¢” @ Oewpfilco. We would expect to find émiBewpficon rather
than Oempficon, but is seems unlikely that egpm conceals the first part of the compound.

The gardener would come petd thic Vanpé(tidoc’) (1. 2). This term for a female servant has not occurred
in papyri; perhaps Ornpe(cioc) was intended, referring to an unspecified number of servants.

73. BGU XVII 2728
This sixth-century letter has already received a fair amount of attention, excerpted in BL XIII 41, but some
problems remain. The abstract nouns referring to the addressee, éAAoywotnc (1. 1) and maidevcic (11. 4, 6,
7), indicate learning, and are typical of scholastici. This however is not mirrored in the address:

= 10 mp(ecPutépov) ko Coploc) yu(vokoc) ont(od) @ Biktopt

It appears that there are two senders, but this sits oddly with the fact that the writer uses the first person
singular throughout the letter (1l. 1, 2, 6, 7). Inspection of the online image yields a different text, more in
line with our expectations:

€nmid(00) T TO TAVT(0) AUTP(0TATE) Kol COPMTAT(W) cxol(octik®) & Biktopt

Victor the scholasticus does not seem to be known from elsewhere.

74. P.Daris 48
The body of this private letter, previously known as SB XX 14102, begins [d]c kol cot kat’ dyv évetetAduny
8t Ali]ov 8éov v fiuepncioc ypdpe pot (11. 4-5). What follows &t is not a smooth piece of Greek, and
the common periphrasis 8¢ov Qv is normally preceded by £dv. The plate shows that what was read as A
stands on a loose fragment that may not belong there. I propose to read [¢]av déov fv (it would be too bold
to propose ofi]av).

1 Continued from ZPE 208 (2018) 187-92. Unless indicated otherwise, the images mentioned in this article are accessible
through www.papyri.info.
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75. P.Eirene III 20
The total in this list of payments of the sixth century (cf. Th. Kruse, APF 59 [2013] 223) is given as (yivetou)
vo(uicporto) v mopdy) cu {(yiveto) k(o)B(apdr) vioptcuora) Ae oo/ (1. 9): 50 solidi minus 240 carats make
35% ‘clean’ solidi. The published photograph indicates that the number of solidi is 40: we have p instead of
v. But in theory 240 carats equal 10 solidi; how do we obtain 35%:?

The payments in 1l. 1-8 are made in solidi of the ‘minus 6 carats’ variety, uniformly expressed as
vo(uicpa) o (o) ¢. The ‘minus carats’ number of 40 such solidi would have been 240. These convert to
10 sol. at 24 car. per sol.; deducted from 40 sol., they make 30 ‘clean’ solidi, i.e., k(0)B(op&) v(opicporo) A;
what follows A, read by the editor as ecs//, must be something else, not part of the number of solidi. In fact
it has been suggested that ‘the last symbol in line 9 is * (1/8) rather than 2/3’ (P. van Minnen, BASP 50
[2013] 321); the % fraction cannot be reconciled with ‘clean’ solidi.

76. P.Got. 31
‘[Olrthographli]e trés mauvaise’, remarked the editor of this late letter, and some passages are obscure.
dtlonmicuor moAAa [ in 1. 10 was recently discussed by J. Diethart, ZPE 204 (2017) 208, who divided
dilonric pot, and took dthonric as an idiosyncratic version of dnAornoigic. The verb is rare but the reading
is incorrect. The editor had already observed, ‘possible aussi -vv- pour -nr’; the online image shows that the
double letter is v. I juxtapose a clipping of the passage with one that shows toAw in 1. 9:
LiE ¥,

néAv S1ldvvic pot moAda [

StAdvvic is a phonetic version of dnAavelc, the late form that corresponds to dnAotc. In Byzantine Greek,
‘most of the old contract verbs in -0m acquir[ed] parallel presents in -@v, thus dnAmvo ... replaced dnAow
‘Treveal’ etc.’” (G. Horrocks, Greek: a History of the Language and its Speakers [22010] 305; cf. also A. N.
Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar, Chiefly of the Attic Dialect [1897] 2171f., §853). These forms are
not common in papyri; another example is POxy. XVI 1863.19 (624) iAnpavve.

77. P.Laur. I1 36

This account lists quantities of meat presumably bought in connection with feasts of saints. In all but one
case, the price is 160 talents per pound: 3 Ib. = 480 tal. (1. 2); 5% Ib. = 880 tal. (1. 5); 2 1b. = 320 tal. (1. 7);
4 1b. = 640 tal. (1. 9). The exception is 4 Ib. = 608 tal. in 1. 3, which suggests a slightly lower price, 152 tal-
ents. The note ad loc. queries whether yn (608) was an error for yu (640), the price of 4 pounds in 1. 9, but
there is one more instance of this same price: in 1. 2 the papyrus has vv¢ (456), not vr (480). The first two
expenditures for meat are priced at 152 talents per pound, and the other three at 160. It is a pity that the text
may be dated only palacographically to the fifth century.

78. P.Laur. I11 91
What remains of 1. 7 of this fragmentary Oxyrhynchite document of 606 (cf. CSBE? 214) was printed as
[.] owad[ . This is the first line after the date clause; at this point of the text, we expect to find the beginning
of the address. On the online image it is possible to read [t]® oide[cipw; cf. POxy. LVIII 39427 (606) t&
oidecip Cepyl xopToLAXPI® KTA. .

The endorsement is said to describe the text as a TAnp(wtikn) dnoyM). Its omission from the edition
is apparently a typographical error; it receives comment, and the text is supplied in DDbDP. Yet the papy-
rus does not have amoy(M) but one of its synomyms: oo is followed by the basis of & (the rest is lost), an
upright, an upright hooked upwards to right at the foot, and another upright: &nod[eli&c) [
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79. P.Oxy. VI 977
Only lines 4-19 of this receipt of 252 were transcribed. The subscriptions of two councillors were said to
be ‘followed by a similar signature by an exegetes’. On a photograph I read this signature as follows:

AdpnAoc Aroyévne | k[ali dc xpn(potilm) éEnyn(tedeoc) BovA(evthc)

It is unclear whether this Aurelius Diogenes, former exegete and councillor, is to be identified with any
known Oxyrhynchite official named Diogenes. The relevant part in the ‘Prosopographie der Exegeten’ in
P.Hamb. IV, p. 233, shows a gap between 225 and 270 (or 265: BGU IV 1093.16, with BL XI 24).

80. P.Oxy. XVI 1892
anddocwy tiic mpod[tne N devtépoc] 1 tpitn(c) kat[alfor[fic] (1. 25f), ‘if I make default in the payment
of the first or second or third instalment’, the creditor will seize a plot of land from him. The doubtful
restorations in 1. 25 may give way to something more secure, though the sense remains the same: ei d[¢
dryvopovilca; of. PHeid. V 355.9ff. (v/vi) i 8¢ dyvolpovicm tept thv dnddocy thic | afvtfic kpdiic; SB
XXII 15729.25 (639) dryvmpoviicon mept thv 8oci[v] 100 odtod @dpov.

81. P.Oxy. XVIII 2197

This is an account of bricks used for various constructions in the Apionic estate. In P.Oxy. LXX 4792.10 n.,
I suggested that it covers the years 581/2 — 584/5 (indictions 15 — 2), but this date range now seems late. The
heading of the account on the back, 1. 172, tfic d1otx(fcemc) 100 kopu(mtoc) Kpnuio(v), contains an error: the
name should be read as lepnuiov. This is probably the same comes as in P.Oxy. XIX 2244.80 doiknci(c)
100 kop(etoc) Iepnuifov] €nt [thi]c ¢ [Ivd(ktiovoc) katacmo[pl(Gic) €, a document that cannot be later than
558; see ZPE 150 (2004) 201, and cf. POxy. LXXXIII 5378.4 n. It has also been pointed out (BL XII 144)
that the potter Abraamios in 1. 135 may be the same as the one in P.Oxy. XVI 1913.33, an account that
probably dates from around 555. Therefore it seems preferable to assign P.Oxy. X VIII 2197 to 551/2 — 554/5
or 566/7 — 569/70.

There is much in the text of this account that requires correction. Among other things, it appears to
offer the sole attestations of several place names. One of them is Apxico® in 1. 62. This is preceded by (ko),
and a small break in between. The same break affects the next line, where the edition prints ént(onAivBwv),
but the papyrus has o[n]t(onAivBwv). We should thus reckon with one letter lost before apxicov, and read
[N]apxicov. The same place occurs in 1. 216, spelled Nopxiccov; the different spelling is probably due to
the fact that this part of the account was written by a different hand.

Another singleton appears in . 218, kt[fu(otoc)] Baetovpov. The papyrus has Magtovud, known from
a handful of other documents. It was probably located not far from Pangouleeiou (they were part of the same
Apionic npoctocia in the seventh century), mentioned three times here: in 1. 99, where for [Toryyoletov read
Toyyovheelov; in 1. 101, where after yewpy(o?) the text continues émo [[orylyovAeglov ont(@niwboy) 0
and in 1. 119, where for ciro(uétpov) Tloryy[o]Aelo(v) read &no IMaryy[ov]Aeglov. The reading of dnd gave
difficulty also in 1. 40, producing do0(Aov) Mortped; read dmo Matpev.

An unnoticed toponym seems to occur in 1. 102, [ ] o petlo(voc) Ec[ JAw. Before petlo(voc), read
[Mn]va. Ec[ JAo must be a place name, but the reading is doubtful. A. Benaissa notes that what was read
as E is “sigma with a diagonal abbreviation stroke from above (abbreviating dxvoldk[i(ov)]). If so, the top-
onym begins with Ce[. Then there is a trace of a descender after omega, which suggests that the toponym
does not end with that letter — or that there is another word after it, and there is a high horizontal trace
further to the right (raised upsilon?).” There is no obvious candidate; the reading of A is also uncertain.

An unread place name occurs in 1. 185, tfic ékkAMmcioc) T [ Ink( ) xoahov[w(Evov)] = [ , where it is
possible to read to[D k]tu(orroc) KaAvPnc. The same locality is mentioned in 1. 34, x[tAp(otoc) KaAOPnc.
Even though there is some damage, this cannot be the other toponym beginning KaA-, which was read in
11. 145 and 163 as Kadopioc and Kadwp[ioc] respectively. In both passages the papyrus does not have o
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but aw: Kadowpioc and KaAovplac (there is no textual loss at the end). Inspection of images of the other
papyri where this locality occurs shows that the name should be read as KaAowptoc: POxy. XVI 2025.3,
XIX 2244.28, and P.Princ. III 158.8 (I missed that in my note in Tyche 30 [2015] 226).

Another minor spelling issue may be settled in 1. 220, where the edition has [&]r0 ktAu(ertoc) TGAd(0c).
The reading of the toponym was later revised to ITaAtd(oc) (BL VI 106), but the papyrus has [TaAidov, as in
P.Oxy. XIX 2243A.52 and 53. Before it, there is no trace of [&]no ktAu(ortoc); perhaps a piece was detached
after the papyrus was transcribed.

Besides settlements, numerous pnyoveil are mentioned in the text; the names of some of them should
be read differently:

In 1. 123, for pm)x(oviic) 19 xAA[p(ov)] read um)y(aviic) lexAn (i- pap.). The same locality recurs in
1. 201 pn[x(oviic) kaA]ovpévnce IexAn] (IexA[ ] ed. pr).

In 1. 179, uny(awv(fic) kadovuEvne) Bowpapo (), the name of the unyovn is @v vidv "Qpov. A com-
parable name occurs in 1. 180, uny(av(fic) kehovpEvne) tdv [ JvovBpov: read t@v [vidv AlvovBiov.

A more complicated passage comes up in 1. 7, [eic ypela]v 10D Adiko(v) tH(c) unyau(viic) IloAnAovctii(o)
[al Tpo]coy(emc) ov(tiic). I propose to read IounAovc ti(c) [mpo]cdy(emc); the abbreviation used for tf(c)
suggests the article, and there is no room for koi. The resulting sequence is not smooth, but it could have
been an attempt to correct an entry that should have started eic ypetov tfic Tpocoyenc t0D Adkkov, as in
11. 4 and 109.

The name of the pnyovn was not supplied in 1. 217: the edition has kaAovp(@Evne) [ V]no, but
there is only blank space after kaAovp(Evno).

The reading of a number of personal names requires some slight revision: 1. 115, Avér — Avovr; 1. 132,
‘Ovvoe[pléove) = Ovvae[ptov; 1. 135, ABpaduio(v) =~ ABpacapiov (1. -apov); 1. 154, Adko[v] ~ Aaxa[v]?;
1. 155, Koprt(oc) — Kopr[o (cf. 1. 160).

Of other points of detail, we may note the following:

In 1. 64, [ JAwio(v) is followed by o—, i.e. 0U(two); cf. 11. 35 and 146, where the edition prints ‘—’.

In 1. 96 the edition has TToovBi(ov) ABpaop[i(ov)] eploviictod) ontdniwBoy) B, but we should read
MapovBifov] (kad) ABpoap[iov)] epo(viictdv) B (S, epp pap.).

In 1. 147, Booctaciov should be read in place of Bovctaciov.

In 1. 151, we find to(®) Adifici(ov)] T0(D) dvto(c) énfi] Th(c) mOAn[c] k[ Ip( ). k[tA]u(aToc) has been
suggested for the end of the line (K. A. Worp, APF 59 [2013] 382), which is along the right lines, but some
slight further improvements are possible: &v tfj nOAn [t]od k[th]uo(toc) (’?TCI)MMTI‘([ ] },(LxS pap.)

82. PSI X1V 1421
This third-century petition contains the phrase un @épov | [tocadtnv @Blovepiov (1. 9-10). The word
¢Bovepia is rare in papyri, attested only in P.Mich. I 23.4 (257 BC), and not here: the image shows that that
papyrus has the much more common nAJeove&iay.

83.SB 1 1987b
This is a wooden tablet found by Grenfell and Hunt in Oxyrhynchus, who published the following text in
Egypt Exploration Fund. Archaeological Report 1905/6, p. 15: Aprdytn ABnvodmpov Avyvicc moctic?
(dpayuoi) px. F. Preisigke, Worterbuch sv. peotdc, questioned moctiic, and suggested that pectiic be read
instead (= BL VIII 306), comparing P.Oxy. XII 1449.35 A0]yvoc pectd(c). Yet PLond. IT 191.9 (IT) Av]yvioc
moctn xoAkf indicates that the correction is unnecessary; Preisigke did not question the reading, and
translated moctn (s.v.) as ‘Gehiuse, Behilter’. The reading noctfic has been confirmed on the original,? but
the meaning of the word remains evasive. P.Freib. IV 52.4 (11/1 Bc) Avyvio mactoe “yo[Akdc]” offers another

2 The tablet is now housed in the Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery (inv. no. 1969W4327), where I examined it in
April 2015. It was part of the collection of Henry Wellcome, and was presented to the Museum by the Trustees of the Wellcome
Trust in 1969. It remains to determine how the tablet reached the collector’s hands.
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example but does not solve the problem. In his note ad loc., R. W. Daniel wrote: “LSJ, following Preisigke,
Worterbuch, render noiotn in the London text as ‘case, container’, but in my opinion the precise meaning
of this word is not apparent.”

84.SB XVIII 13158
Two men petitioned the curator civitatis of Oxyrhynchus about their false imprisonment some time around
400. In the version printed in the Sammelbuch, they introduce their narrative thus (11. 3-5):

[AvpHAoc Aetdv Ti(v) ofkerc{ehv G Nufeltv éxov | [év énowie  Jou] 06 kot Eypoye
émdovc tfj VpdV | énfehewceio (BipAidia e. g. koi)(?) ttidcoro Hudc

There are several difficulties. The supplemented €v érnowie is gratuitous. The petitioners state that they
originate from Oxyrhynchus, so that there is no need to assume that their opponent lived with them in a
hamlet; but there is no way of telling what the papyrus had at this point. Apart from this, the grammar
appears to be faulty, and the editor reckoned with textual omissions. The scribe, however, may only be
blamed for the itacistic spellings. The problem stems from £yponye, which is a misreading for £yypogo, as
the image shows. The text then becomes unobjectionable:

TN(V) oiketcey o’ NUETY Exmv ... Kal Eyypago Emdovc Tf) VUGV Enetetkelq NTLGCOTO TUGC

kol connects two participles (but it could have been omitted), and these are followed by the main verb
(spelled correctly), while éridovc does not lack an object; for the construction of €r1d180varn with €yypogor,
cf. e.g. POxy. LXIII 4382.13 (383).

85. SB XX 14310 ii
This is a revised edition of P.Princ. III 129 ii, an Oxyrhynchite census declaration of 189 submitted by
a woman. ‘The household is apparently completely preserved, but damage at the crucial point makes it
unclear exactly who is declared. The first person is almost certainly the declarant, and it appears that the
two following persons are daughters. But they are in inverse age order, and the description of them is evi-
dently more complex than one would expect.” (R. S. Bagnall — B. W. Frier, The Demography of Roman
Egypt, 1994, 283). This problematic part of the text is the following:

[&mo]ypdupopon) cdv () adTh €Yo

[...] cll G

[.. Ivopret( ) Boy( ) n( ) €€ énod
40 [ [&cnp(oc) Etdv) v,

[ ].cobde()Buy( ) (Erév L

Some progress is possible thanks to the online image. The unread word in 1. 39 is ypn(natiCovco)
(_pm pap.), which means that the daughter was ‘fatherless’ and officially described as a child of her mother;
cf. POxy. LXXIV 4989.3—4 (175) petd k(upiov) 100 vio®) [Movtiwvo(c) | €€ adt(fic) xpnu(arilovtoc),
with o0t(fic) referring to Ploution’s mother. The name of this daughter may be Apict(otc), but I am unclear
about what preceded it.

The order of the daughters’ ages is the expected one; this is one of the very few points where the text of
ed. pr. should have been retained. The first daughter is not 3 but 13 years old: 1. 40 ends mc (£t1@v) 1y, as had
been read in ed. pr.; the year sign is fused with sigma and written high in the line, while iota is written over
part of xi from the line above. ac is also written before (¢t@v) in 1. 41 (so already ed. pr.). The reference is to
another daughter: in 1. 41, for avt( ) read et( ), i.e., £t(¢pa) Quy(Gnp); this corresponds to GAAN Buydnp
(or &AAoc vidc) in Arsinoite census declarations.

The declarant’s name has proven evasive; the prescript is lost, and what remains of her name in 1. 38 is
still to be deciphered in full; it seems to end in -ovtic. In the same line, I read dtey(voc) before (Etdv) AB.
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drtey(voc) is also to be read after the lacuna in 1. 40, referring to the first daughter. In sum, 11. 38—41 may be
presented as follows:

o ovtic drey(voc) (Etdv) AP

_Ivapret( ) Buy@enp) ypn(norifovco) €€ uod
] drey(voc) [a]en(poc) oc (Etdv) T,

e et(épo) Buy(dnp) dc ETdv) 1.

Another minor point: in 1. 42, brdply(ey € pot €nt (), the re-edition omits xoi after pwot; but I have

not been able to read what follows.

86. SPP I11 600, 877, 786
SPP I1I 600 is a fragmentary receipt for 16 solidi, assigned to the sixth century and said to come from the
Fayum. An interesting point is the reference to the oOcto ITe[ in 1. 2. The image shows that the text belongs
to the second half of the seventh century; date and place bring the estate of Petterios and Marous to mind,3
and a closer look essentially confirms it. Here are clippings of the edition and of the image:

7z }k[ = F .t’* -
2 M1 g s SN

Comparing SPP VIII 869.1-2 nap(Ec)y(e) Porf(Gupmv) mpe(cfitepoc) and y(oplov) AAaBovtidoc) ¢mo |
Tp(0c0)d(wv?) ovc(tow) Mettn(plov) (ko) Map(09)d(0c)* td(v) évd(o&otdrwv), I propose to read

] ) an[o] mp[(0cd)d(wv)?] ovcio(c) TTe[ttn(plov) (ko) Map(0D)S(oc)

’

in 1. 2. We may consider reading AAoBov]ti(doc) before én[0], but the name of the village could also have
stood in 1. 1, where there is a clear A. However, AJA[afall[v]ti(Soc) should be excluded, since the textual
loss between lines 2 and 3 is fairly extensive.

A similar receipt that concerns the same estate is SPP VIII 877, whose first three lines run wopncye
QoBap[pav - - - ] | Hermp(i)ov (ko) Mapodd(oc) év[doEotdtwv - - - | | glkoct okto yi(veran) [ .
The text lost after ®odu[puwv may be supplied from SPP VIII 869.1-2. In 1. 3, the image shows that N
stands before the break: read vouicuoro] | elkoct 0xt®, yi(vovton) vo(picporor) [km.

Another text that belongs to this dossier is the rent receipt SPP VIII 786, but this was not recognized
in the edition (1. 3):

o « P i
0:/61@9 //a’(é . Sl i)
We should read ovct(cic) Mapodd(oc): an estate headed by Marous, acting independently of Petterios (it is
not likely that the text continued [koi Tlettnpiov). This is the first explicit reference to her estate, though
this had been surmised from SPP III 246-52, orders issued by ®A(covic) Mapodc évd(o&otdrn), and
SB 14659, a deed of surety addressed to her.

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

3 Cf. C. Foss, Bulletin of SOAS 72.2 (2009) 261—4.
4 See BL VIII 448, which however gives Mapo®8(0c), a slight misunderstanding of Wessely’s drawing.



