29. Petition to a Pracpositus Pa g1 ’

Nikolaos Gonis

E 02572 32.9 x 25.4 cm 6 April 343
Theadelphia Plate 25

The papyrus contains a duplicate of P.Sakaon 48, a text that bears the distinction of being one of
the latest exactly dated documents from Theadelphia,' and the only secure piece of evidence for
Christianity in this village.” The story told by the petition and a precedent were eloquently related
in the first publication of P.Sakaon 48, and I thought it worth reproducing it here, with a few
adjustments (Barns 1957: 3—4; see also Horsley 1983: 149-155 and Grey 2011: 66-67):

“The present document . . . is a petition addressed to a praepositus pagi by one Aurelius
Zoilus son of Melas, who describes himself as a ‘deacon of the Catholic Church’. . . Zoilus
tells us that one of his sons, Gerontius, married Nonna, daughter of a woman named
Anouls]. When Gerontius was lying mortally ill, Sakaon, accompanied by his brothers, and
with the collusion of Anouls], forcibly entered the father’s house to abduct the young wife.
Zoilus, as befitted his holy orders, refrained from resistance, but his other son Pal[nis],
venturing to remonstrate with the intruders, was murderously attacked and barely escaped
with his life. The feud between Sakaon and the petitioner’s family was of long standing;
for in [P.Sakaon 38], a petition to the Prefect of Egypt, dated 312, we hear of a similar act
of violence perpetrated upon Zoilus’ father Melas. In that petition Melas says that his son
Zoilus (our petitioner) had been betrothed to the daughter of his (Melas’) aunt; when the
girl’s mother died and her widower, Sakaon, married again, Melas cared for the girl and
married his son to her. Then Sakaon at his second wife’s instigation undertook to upset the
marriage on a pretext concerned with marriage settlements, and abducted the bride.
Negotiations followed; but in spite of an agreement that after a financial settlement the
bride should be restored, Sakaon would not give her up, but was preparing to marry her to
his wife’s nephew. Sakaon was already known to be alive and litigating in 342 (see
[P.Sakaon 46-47]); we see him now, at the age of at least seventy-three [cf. Boyaval 1990],
behaving towards Zoilus’ family much as he had behaved thirty-one years before, and with
him another person familiar from the Theadelphia archive, and presumably by now very
old—Anou(s], the mother of Nonna, wife of Zoilus’ son Gerontius.’

[\

I am indebted to Dr. W. B. Henry for comments and corrections.

Theadelphia is mentioned only in one later document, P.Col. VIII 237.4 (381 or 382, with BL XTI 71).

P.Bas. II 43, described by the editor as ‘the oldest datable Christian documentary papyrus’ (before 239) and
plausibly associated with Theadelphia, attests a Christian person from the Arsinoite metropolis present in this
village. In P.Sakaon 48, we have a church deacon who is resident in Theadelphia.
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This narrative needs qualification in the part that refers to the abduction of Nonna and the attack
on Panis. The petition distinguishes between what happened ‘then’ (11, t6te) and ‘now’ (12, vov);
these events most probably did not take place in quick succession but were ‘a decade or more” apart
(Bagnall 1982: 54).

Though marred by numerous holes, 29 helps resolve several textual difficulties in P.Sakaon 48,
some of them previously unnoticed, especially in places where the reading is obscured by abrasion.
The sense overall and the details of the narrative, however, are not affected. The two copies are the
work of two different scribes, but the second hand, responsible for the subscriptions, is the same
in both. This is not a common arrangement; see Whitehorne 2003: 204 n. 6, whose sole examples
of petitions written by different scribes but signed by the same second hand are P.Oxy. XXXIII
2672 (218) and P.Stras. VIII 714-715 (late 4th cent.). Another such case is P.Sakaon 44 =
P.Turner 44 (see below).

The two copies do not offer an identical text. A number of variants are present in one copy
but not in the other. Most of them can be explained as phonetic spellings (the correct form is given

in bold type):

29 P.Sakaon 48

4 ydpo 5 YGpov

5 glevouay 6 gbvouav

6 vbo® 7 véoov

7 XPEDV 7 xpEOV

7  Gmodiddve 7 Gmwodidévon

13 OBp1éuevov 14 dputduevov

16 cwo[r]otav 18 {womotav

17 wobdot 19  wofdog

22 Avdctomotopiag 25  Adyovocrtomotopiog

But there are also substantive variants:

5 (omitted) 6 adThiv

7 tobvopa 8 TOVVOLOD

13 16V av[t]®v 14 10V

14 dKa1o0h 15 dworoloyovpévo
15 antov Kai [to]d (v {adtov} 17 ad1d kai 10d (Rv

29 offers the correct text in two instances and P.Sakaon 48 in two others; in one other place, each
has a different error. It is clear, then, that the two copies are independent. The original may be the
petition submitted to the praepositus pagi; SB IV 7464 (248) provides an example of a petition
written in triplicate. Itis unclear, however, why a petitioner would produce three copies and retain
two. If one of them had been meant to be served on his opponent, it would have been submitted
with the original (cf. Kelly 2011: 70). See further 13-14 n.
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Two other petitions in the archive survive in duplicate.’ One is P.Sakaon 45 = 45A (334), a
petition to an eirenarch from Sakaon. 45A is a copy of 45, as the mistakes indicate; both seem to
be the work of the same clerk. The main text and the subscription are in the same hand. The other
is P.Sakaon 44 = P.Turner 44 (331/2), a petition to the prefect from three men, one of them being
Sakaon. The editor of P.Turner 44 observed that ‘[t]he subscriptions are in the hand of the same
amanuensis, but the bodies of the texts are in different hands.” We find the same pattern in
P.Sakaon 48 = 29, and the affinities do not end here. The dimensions of P.Sakaon 48, 32 x 26 cm,
are almost identical to those of 29. The same has been noticed for P.Sakaon 44 and P.Turner 44;
it is suggested that they were ‘pieces cut from the same roll’ (P.Turner 44 introd.). Luiselli 1999:
31 has further demonstrated that they are copies made independently of one another ‘from a
common ancestor’.

It has been observed that P.Sakaon 48 was probably not part of the archive of Sakaon but only
mentioned him (France 1999: 158). The discovery of this duplicate shows that it was not
‘preserved in a “wrongdoer’s” archive’ (Kelly 2011: 70 n. 121): Sakaon would not have held two
copies of a petition filed against him. It is only part of Sakaon’s dossier, a contemporary text from
Theadelphia that would presumably have been recovered somewhere else. There is no information
available about the acquisition of P.Sakaon 48, which belongs to the collection of the Egypt
Exploration Society, like P.Turner 44. ‘Both of these might possibly come from a purchase of
papyri made by J. de M. Johnson in 1914, see CE 24 (1949) 295’ (P. Turner 44 introd.), but there
is no way of verifying this hypothesis.* P.Turner 44 certainly belongs to Sakaon’s papers, and is a
duplicate of a papyrus from the find or finds that produced P.Thead. (P.Sakaon 44 = P.Thead.
17). If P.Sakaon 48 was acquired with P.Turner 44, it would be part of the same find.

The acquisition history of 29 complicates matters further. This and one other papyrus were
presented to the University of Pennsylvania Museum by ‘Mrs. Dillwyn Parrish, May 1914’5 they
will have been among the 2,000 artifacts from her husband’s private collection’ given to the
Museum then.® Both papyri were said to have been ‘Collected [by] Grenfell & Hunt’. Though
they were active papyrus dealers, I am not aware of any papyri that Grenfell and Hunt privately
sold or ‘donated’ to American collectors, though nothing can be ruled out. Mrs Dillwyn Parrish
was not a stranger to their world, since she had contributed to the funds for the Oxyrhynchus
excavations;” a ‘donation’ is not inconceivable. Grenfell and Hunt had bought a number of papyri
from the Theadelphia/Sakaon find, which they sold to the John Rylands Library (e.g. P.Ryl. IV
656, now P.Sakaon 3); the last time they were both in Egypt was in 1906/1907. But if P.Sakaon 48
and 29 were in their hands, why were papyri as sizeable as these not sent to Manchester? In short,
nothing can be said with certainty.

3 DP.Sakaon 46 and 47 (342) were written on the same day and concern the same topic but are addressed to
different officials (P.Sakaon 47 = P.Abinn. 44).

4 Barns, the first editor of P.Sakaon 48, had edited a number of Fayum papyri in his doctoral thesis that do not
stem from Grenfell and Hunt’s excavation, one of them published in Barns 1949: 295 and said to derive from
Johnson’s purchase.

S Images of the record cards are posted at http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/rak/ppenn/museum/greek/02572-card.jpg
and http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/rak/ppenn/museum/greek/02576-card.jpg.

6 See Abercrombie 1985: 14.

7  Abercrombie 1985: 9 n. 9. On the financial contributions from Philadelphians, see Johnson 2012: 214-215.
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The two papyri donated by Mrs Dillwyn Parrish were catalogued in 1937 and later pho-

tographed, but can no longer be located in the museum.® The edition below is based on scans of
the negative.’

10

15

~ A
Avpniie Toiwv[i t]pomor(itevopéve) npor(osite) [n] dyov vopod Apo[i]vottov
A ~ ~
napd Avpniiov Zot[ov Méla]vog Sidkovog thig kafoAkhc ékkAnoia[g armd K]dung
Ocaderpiog ToD V1O cal Tdyov.
ol Tov avadf kol Anotpikov Blov Enavnpnuévor, kabopdrate @V Gvépdv, Sivie TG TOV
vouwv éneke-
revoemc Toyely. £11 mepidvtog tod pakapitoy pov viod F'epoviiov Mol v[o]ua cuviiAbey,
o €l0e pimorte, TPOg ydpm
7’ A\ 7 \ ~ b \ ~ b ~ /. /7 b4
Kowmviay yovaki Névvag Buyatpl Avvodtog dmd Thig antiig kdp[n]g, vopilev b {e} volay
KOl GTOPYNV G-
/. \ \ 7’ € \ k] 7’ ’ ~ \ / 4 ~ /
ol mpdg v cvyPimoty, N 8¢ Todvavtia Sierpd&ato: 0D yap TPoKiuévou Hov viod vo-
o kotakMOEvTog Kol péAAoV-
\ \ ~ ’ k) 7 ) N4 ’ k24 3\ ~ S A~ ’
706 10 YpedV 10D Blov dnodiddve, odk 018’ mmg Tokadv Tig Todvop drnd Th adThG KO-
ung nBog Anotpikdv dverafduevog
émota[q] Sujpratev TNV yovaika tod 0)Tod Lov viod kol Tpokiuévny Ndvvav kol tadTny
amfiyoyev elg mv
£avtod oikiav 00 dedvimg kol Tapa TAVTAG TOVS VOLOVS, GLUVEPYOLS EGYNKAG TAG TNAIK-
adtng mopavoptog
\ e ~ 2 \ \ \ / ~ \ \ / k) ~ 2 \ ’
100G £00T0D ASEAPOVE Kol TNV pNTépal ThG TondOG Kol TpoKuévny Avvodv. GAAG Tdpavta
70D adTod pov vio[d] TehevtioavTog
b} 7 7 A A 7 > 7 A N\ Ry g € /
€B[oJuAduny tote T TAV VOp®V akolovdia xpoacbot mept ov ETOAUNGAY PLYOKIVIVVOL
pdypatog Kol 8n
3 \ k3 ’ ’ b3 ~ k3 ) ) 3 ’ 7 ~ ~ t 7 e A
el&a Tov anpaypova Plov ack®v. aAAL’ ovk [0]ida Tivi Adyw VOV Tod £1épov pfov] viod
IMovt tobvopa Bewpicavtog
10V £00T00 ATV DPPLOHEVDY VIO TV ad[T]BV TavkokicTov Gvd[p]@v Kol Tpokiué-
vov £€[c]0n0ig dmrv-
2 ~ \ \ k] \ \ / ¢ \ ’ 2 ~ ]
molev kelioon K[a]l SukatoAd  mpog a[v]Tovg mepl Tov[T]ov, o1 d¢ [TA]Av €K TOV Evov-
ti{[wv] NB[o]g mavkdkioTov Kol [d]movoiag
\ b / 2 7 \ kA ~ \ ~ \ o ’ bl /
pec[to]v avorafopevor Emerddvieg kol aT@® peta meAeKMV Kol pomd[A]wv EBodlovto
adtov Kol [To]d LRy {adtov}
> ~ 2 \ \ /. % /7 ~ ~ 5\ \ 4 7
aveliv: €l pn yap toyng Epyov yeyevntat, t[o]d euyi avtov TV cwo[r]|otay [rolnca-
o[08a]L, Tdre Qv kai tod RV adTov Gvik[ov],

toivuv kol drep glxav &v mobdot

e 2 ’ e\ 4 4 \ 4 2 \ \ 2 \ 4 4
o[i avtol] pov viot npd[Pat]a nevrak[dot]a [kai] Poag [oxT]w Kal ovika TeT[pd]moda Tév-
¢ qon[plmatalv ka]l dieonddn[cav,]

In an email of 14 Nov. 2018, Jen Wegner (Associate Curator, Egyptian Section) notes, ‘it seems that there was
a clerical error in the 1930s and that these papyri were never accessioned into our collections’.

Ifirstsaw the image posted at http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/rak//ppenn/museum/greek/02572-32087-archive.jpg
by R. A. Kraft. I have also used a TIFF image of the same negative, purchased from the Museum. It is repro-
duced courtesy of the Archives of the University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology.
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101 t0D70 Tdde TO PpAla [ S]idwm Th
20 of [éppelhe[io dEidv dx]ORvar adTodg &mt oof, kol Tpd[t]ov usv [od Eté]Aumaay [m]opa-
vépov kai pryokvdviv[o]v Tpdypatog
gkd[uclag Toyely, Enet]a dnavaykacOival adtodg Ty [TdV t]pog[ipnuév]my tetpanddwv
nomoacOar €1 8¢ pn,
§[xknéunecBon avtovg gig 1]0 uéya Sukactipiov tod kupiov pofv] Staonu[o]tdrov N[ye-
uélvoc tig Avotomotapioc ®A(aoviov) ‘Olvumiov,
S[nwg N déovoa Emotpépeia] mpoxwprion kot adt®[v].  Sevtdyet.
d[ratetog Povplov Mhakidov kai Praoviov Plopiilov Tév Aaumpotdrmv, dap[povdt]
1. (m.2) Adphkiog Zothog mdédmko. Adp(A0c) 100 Eypoya
25 [Omep antod dyp(appdrtov).] vac.

licwwv[ pap. 2 LoiM pap., l. Ocadehpeiog, o€ 3 /. dvaudh, detvtar (déovtan) 470 VHAKAP 1TOL pap.,
L ydpov 6 L odlew, mpokeyévor 7 [ Gmodiddval, omwc cakawv pap. 8 [ mpokeévny
11t0 vpokop wov pap. 12 ampoy’pova pap. 13 L. OBpilduevov, mpokeévoy, L. aicOnbelg
13,14 L naykax- 14 /. ékeloe, mov KOKICTOV pap. 16 L. dvelel, Cwomnottav, mdlay, Gveilov
17 ampay’pocovn[ pap., L. €nel, woBdoer 18 mevie corr. from mevia 20 mpoy’HatoC pap.

21 emavay’ kacOnvor pap. 22 1. Avyovstomotapiag, 24 (wikoc pap.

“To Aurelius Ision, propoliteuomenos, praepositus of the 8th pagus of the Arsinoite nome, from
Aurelius Zoilos son of Melas, deacon of the catholic church, from the village of Theadelphia of
the pagus under you.

“Those who have taken up the life of shamelessness and robbery, you purest of men, need to obtain
the punishment of the laws. When my blessed son, Gerontios by name, was still alive, he came—
if only he had never!—into the communion of marriage with a woman, Nonna daughter of
Annous, from the same village. He thought that (she) maintained goodwill and affection towards
their common life, but she brought about the opposite. For when my aforementioned son was
lying ill and about to repay life’s debt, for some unknown reason a certain man, Sakaon by name,
from the same village, took up the attitude of the robber and coming near he abducted Nonna, the
wife of the same son of mine, and mentioned above, and carried her off to his own house wrong-
fully and against all laws, having as accomplices in this great illegality his own brothers and
Annous, the girl’s mother, and mentioned above. But since my same son died immediately, I
wished at that time to avail myself of the consequence of the laws concerning the reckless act that
they had dared (to commit); and indeed I gave way, practising the quiet way of life. However, I do
notknow for what reason, now, when my other son, Pasis by name, observed his grandfather being
ill-treated by the same and above mentioned utterly villainous men, when he perceived (this), he
went there and argued with them about it, they on the contrary again took up an attitude utterly
villainous and full of madness, and set upon him too with axes and clubs, and wanted to do away
with him even from living; for had not an act of fortune occurred, that he saved his life by flight,
they would long ago have done away with him even from living, in contempt of the good order of
the times and of our love of a quiet life. Since, therefore, they also carried off and plundered the
five hundred sheep and eight oxen and five donkeys that my same sons had on lease, and I myself,
a wretched man, am compelled by the owners to return them, for this reason, then, I submit this
petition to Your Diligence asking that they be brought before you, so that first I may obtain redress
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for the illegal and reckless act they have dared (to commit), and then that they may be compelled
to make (redress) of the aforesaid animals; or else that they be sent on to the high court of my lord
Flavius Olympius, the perfectissimus praeses of Augustopotamia, so that the appropriate severity
may proceed against them. Farewell.’

‘In the consulship of Furius Placidus and Flavius Romulus, vz77 clarissimi, Pharmouthi 11.” (2nd
hand) ‘I, Aurelius Zoilos, have submitted this. I, Aurelius ..., wrote on his behalf because he is
illiterate.’™®

1 AdpnMo ‘Tolov[t wlpomor(itevopéve) mpawm(ooit®) [n] mdyov vopod Apo[ilvotrov:
[n]p[o]moA(ttevopéve) was read in P.Sakaon 48.1 (Worp 1997: 204 = BL XI 192), but nothing is
currently visible on the papyrus before m, while there is a high trace after Toiove: read
n[po]mol(rtevopéve). Ision is also the addressee in P.Sakaon 46.1-2 (342) w[pa]u(mocite)
n[d]y(ov) n mor(ttevopéve) | Mevtakmpiog, a curious sequence. The papyrus is abraded at the
end of the line; Worp 1997: 204 (= BL XI 192) tentatively proposed mt[po]moA(ttevopéve)
n[plat(ocit®). (The anomalous word order n[d]y(ov) n seems to be paralleled only in two other
addresses to pracpositi in the archive: P.Sakaon 39.1 (318) [wd]yov 1), but the photograph indicates
that ) d[yo]v is a better reading; and P.Sakaon 43.1 (327) mdyov [n], but every letter is dotted
and there is no photograph of the papyrus.) One FL. Ision, mohtevdpevog kai EGKTop, occurs in
an unpublished fourth-century Arsinoite petition (P.Lond. inv. 2180; see Lallemand 1964: 264).

2 Zot\Jov Mé\a]voc: On this person, see above, introd., and Bagnall 1982: 44.

dudkovog tiig kaBohuciig ékkAnoia[g: The use of term ‘catholic church’ gains ground in this
period, and this is its earliest example; cf. Wipszycka 1994: 198 (but note that P.Oxy. XXII 2344
has been redated to ¢. 351-352 [BL X 148]). On ‘catholic’ churches of villages, see Wipszycka
1994: 209-211.

70D Y0 oai (I. o) mdyou: also in P.Sakaon 48.2, where read 100 010 o[ai] w[d]yov instead of
700 a0toD vopod. This is a standard phrase in this period; cf. e.g. P.Sakaon 39.6 (318).

3 Gvadfi (£ Gvoudii): On the spelling, see Gignac, Grammari194. av[a1d]f is restored in P.Sakaon
48.3.

Blov &mavnpnuévor: [Blov &lmavnpnuévol is to be read in P.Sakaon 48.3, not [tpd]mov
npnu[€]v[o]t. Cf. P.Oxy. L 3577.3-4 (342) 101G UM TpayHOTELTIKOV Emavnpnpévolg | Blov.

KaBopatote TV GvdpAV: a unique expression. kaB[a]pdt[ate] KOpie was read in P.Oxy. XXIV
2418.10 (5th cent.), but the reading cannot be confirmed.

3—4 Sivie tiig 1OV vOpwv énete[Aedoems Toxelv: P.Sakaon 48.3 will have had 8iv[te] thig where
dika[tol ei]or (tfic) is printed. Cf. P.CairIsid. 75.17 (316) deopévng TG Gmo OV VOp®V
éneleledoemg. Svte, L. detvray, for déovtay, retains the -€t- of the singular dettat on the analogy
of ketvtot beside ketrat. For a literary example, see [Cyrill. Alex.] PG 77.1228.29.

4—5 P0G ydpo | kowawviav: The same phrase occurs in P.Sakaon 38.5 (312). Arguing from other
verbal affinities, Barns 1957: 8 thought that the same person composed both P.Sakaon 38 and 48,
but this particular phrase is very common.

10 Four translations have been published: Barns 1957: 4-6; Pardssoglou 1978: 121-123; Horsley 1983: 150; Bryen
2013: 263 (no. 106). I have drawn on all of them with profit.
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5 N6vvg: cf. 8. See Bagnall 1982: 46 (C11), who surmises that ‘Nonna was probably born by 310
and perhaps earlier’.

Awodtog: cf. 10. See Bagnall 1982: 40-42 (BS), 53-54 (no. 11). Annous is first attested in 284
(P.Sakaon 37) as the owner of property inherited from her father; she was probably an adult at that
time. Her next dated appearance comes from 318-321 (P.Sakaon 40). She was dead by 336
(P.Sakaon 10; for the date, see Bagnall 1982: 52-54).

5—6 B {e}vorav kal oTopynV dmo|odCtv: adv [3]ac]dl[e]wv was read after sTtopynyv in P.Sa-
kaon 48.6, but there too we find droc@Cew (read by Dr Henry). Our copy omits a0tiiv by mistake
(parablepsy). For the expression, cf. P.Oxy. XXXIV 2711.4 (271) dnoo®lov ebvotav.

6 Tv cvpPiootv, © 8¢: also in P.Sakaon 48.6 tv cvppim[ot]v, 1 84. This removes the problem
of pov read instead of i 8¢ in the previous editions (cf. Horsley 1983: 154).

todvavtia dienpdéato: Tovvavtio stands for Tdvavtio, perhaps under the influence of the com-
mon tovvavtiov. For the expression cf. PSIXV 1554.17 (3rd cent.) Tovvavtiov Eémpaev.

7 10 xpedv 0D Plov dmodiddve (I. -var): dmodidGvat is to be read in P.Sakaon 48.7 instead of
amododvar.

100¢ Anotpikdv: also in P.Sakaon 48.8, 10[0]¢ An[oT]pikdv, instead of 131[6]v p[ov] oikov. This
is the only documentary papyrus that attests this expression; there are instances from literary texts.

References to thefts perpetrated Anotpik@® tpdme are of course commonplace; see Mascellari
2021: 467-473.

8 v yvvaiko 10D 00tod pov viod kol mpokévinv Névvav: Barns 1957: 6 spoke of the substi-
tution of kai for the definite article here and in lines 10, Tv untépa tiig ToudOg Kol TpoKuévv
Avvodv, and 13, 1@V ad[t]@v mavkakictev avd[p]dv kai mpokévay. There is nothing un-
grammatical in these constructions, but they are indeed unusual.

kol TavTny: [Koi Tladtny may now be read in P.Sakaon 48.9 instead of [koi] adtv.
10 tfig moudde: thig [yvvaukdc] in P.Sakaon 48.11 has to cede its place to Tfig [mouddg).

11 1fi T®v vépwv drxorovdig: See P.Ammon II 42.26 n.; another instance in P.Gen. IV 183.5
(5th cent.), a petition.

12 drpdypova Blov dok@v: Barns thought that ‘dok®v suggests a Christian writer’, but this use
of the verb predates Christianity; cf. e.g. IG II* 7227 = CEG 543.5 (4th cent. BC) edoefii
doxnoaca Biov, or D.S. 3.64.7 (1st cent. BC) dixarov Blov dokodot. dokd has not occurred in
any other Greek documentary papyrus, but cf. the Coptic P.KRU 65.20 (c. 695) NETACKEI MEN
2N NBIOC NTMNTMONOXOC.

ovk [0]ia Tévi My viv: Ady[® o]0v was read in P.Sakaon 48.13, but the trace before vv in 29
is an upright, and vOv seems inevitable (v]dv in P.Sakaon 48.13). Cf. P.Sakaon 45.5 o]0k vda Tivt

Iavi: [1dger may now be read as Iavet in P.Sakaon 48.14. This son of Zoilos is not known
otherwise.

13 1@V av[t]@v mavkakiotav: cf. 14. P.Cair.Isid. 62.12 (297), another petition, offers the only
other attestation of Toykdk1670G in the papyri. 00T@V is omitted in P.Sakaon 48.14.
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13—14 £€[c]0n6ic dmrivltng[ev ékelicon: The passage in P.Sakaon 48.15 was read as £66fi[ta]
aytod Katamelekioat, but this mostly relies on conjecture (€60[ ] v 1. melexicated. pr.).
Reading é60n0ig dmmvmoey ékioot would bring it into line with the other copy, though the
dotted letters are difficult to verify. £60n0ig is no doubt a phonetic spelling of aicOn6eic, but it is
not easy to relate this participle to the rest of the sentence. Dr Henry notes:

“The text is a product of conflation. The author’s original draft will have had 6 &tepdg pov
1106 ITovt Tolivopa aictndeig drvincev keloe, ol 8¢ mdAwy ktA. This was revised and
expanded, and the structure was changed. The first clause was made into a genitive
absolute; the neutral aicOn0eic became fepricoavtog Tov £0ntod ndmmov HPPLLOHEVEHY
om0 AV ov[T]dV Tavkakictmv avd[p]dv kai mpokipévev, and the plain drivincev
ékeloe was changed to Sukaroloyovpévov tpo[g] a[0]todg mept Tod[T]ov, to indicate that
he had behaved peacefully and not sought confrontation despite the outrageous provoca-
tion. The desired final text will have been t0D £tépov pov viod [Tavi Todvopo Bewpicav-
10 TOV £avtoD Tdnmov VPPLLduEVOV VIO TOV 0DTOV ToyKokicTeV AvEpdY Kol Tpo-
KEWEVOV Kol 81Ka10A0youuEVOL TPOG 0DTOVG TEPL T0VTOV, TAAY &K TdV dvavtimy KTA.
The original draft appears to have indicated the desired changes in an ambiguous fashion
by means of insertions above the line or in the margin: while the change in case at the start
was clearly indicated, the substitution in what follows was mistaken for an addition.
Consequently aicOnbei dmivinoev ékeloe and ol 8¢ were retained alongside their
replacements in the fair copy from which the two surviving copies were made. (For
conflation, cf. e.g. J. R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greeck New Testament Papyri
(Leiden 2008), Index of Subjects s.v. [p. 984].) The corruption would not immediately be
recognized as such by a copyist since the genitive absolute may be used for the subject of a
sentence, as in line 4 £11 TEp1OVTOC TOD pakapitoy pov viod . . . cuviiABev. So the stemma
is Draft — Fair copy — A & B”’

14 x[a]i Swkarod | : kai diconoroyovpévou P.Sakaon 48.15. The text in our copy is garbled.

éx 1@v évavti[@v]: A common expression, found also in another text of the dossier, P.Sakaon
93.7 (314-23). Barns adduced P.Sakaon 43.23 (327) £k tiic évavtido[emg, a petition of Sakaon.

15 peta meghekdv kol pord[A]@v: Clubs are common in assaults, on their own or combined with
swords (petd pondAiwv kai Epdv: P.Amh. IT 142.8, P.Abinn. 12.10-11). The threatening use of
an axe is mentioned in SB V 8004.6-7 (3rd cent.) £Bdotaev Nudv méheliov.

15—-16 adTov k0l [t0]D Chv {adTov} | dveliv: odtd Kol 1o (v dveriv P.Sakaon 48.17. adtd
may be due to a0t earlier in the line. Both copies have the accusative later, here T0d {fiv avTOV
avidov (16; sim. P.Sakaon 48.18). The genitives of the articular infinitive have been considered
errors for the accusative, and this would hold if we had not gveAiv and dvikov but dperécBor and
apethovto (see LSJ s.v. dgopéo IL1, “c. dupl. acc. rei et pers. bereave or deprive of ... rarely c. acc.
pers. et gen. rei’). dvaipeiv, however, governs a single accusative and means ‘to destroy’, ‘to kill’;
while it could have conveyed the required sense without the addition of T0b {fiv, Dr Henry notes
that the addition gives rhetorical emphasis, and the construction with the genitive may be
compared to that found with verbs of preventing.

16 toymg Epyov yeyévniar, [o]d ouyfi adtdv Thv cwo[r]otav [royfcas[Baly: On the genitive
of the articular infinitive after impersonal expressions, see Mandilaras, Verb §§ 816, 818 (p. 334).
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cwo[r]ofav: The word is spelled with C (correctly) in P.Sakaon 48.18. {womotia is a rare, literary
word, not attested in any other papyrus.

17 gov[o]piag: After gy, it looks as if something was cancelled by an oblique stroke, but cf. the
shape of 0 in totinl. 19. The lacuna is too large for 0 alone, but the scribe occasionally leaves blank
spaces, perhaps to avoid bad patches on the surface of the papyrus.

18 don[plrnatafv: denpmalcev is said of another sheep robber in P.Sakaon 46.8-9 (but fipracot
in its copy, P.Sakaon 47.10).

deondBn[cav]: Another word predominantly attested in literature; see Parsons 1969: 321 (9 n.).

nevtak[6ot]a: also in P.Sakaon 48.20 we[v]ta[kd]ota. The first edition read me[v]ta[kd]ota, but
me[v]t [ ].w was printed in P.Sakaon, with the note, ‘seemingly not me[v]ta[kd]ouwa,
ne[v]ti[kolvta’.

19 814 701 T0970: 2 common collocation in petitions; cf. Gonis 2021: 186.

19-20 i | off [éupedeiq: thi] off [éupler[{]a should be read in place of &v [do@lar[{]a in
P.Sakaon 48.22. On the abstract, see P.Harr. I1 207.11 n.

20 &m 60D: 600 is to be read also in P.Sakaon 48.22 instead of 6oi (noted by Dr Henry).

[00 dt6]Apumaav [T]apavépov kol pryokvddv[o]v mpdypatog: The wording s close to P.Sakaon
38.2-3(312) 10 mopavoume kai pryo|[kvddvag énli Tdv témov Toludpeve, but this is a stock
phrase: P.Oxy. XVII 2131.16 (207) Gvopog kai peryokvdivag; P.Cair.Isid. 70.4 (c. 310) Gvopmg

kol pelfylovkewdivog; P.Cair.Isid. 70.11-12 = P.Merton II 91.13 (315) dAdymg kai pryoktv-
bvae mapa Todg vépovc,

21 &xd[uciog T ETv: See Mascellari 2014: 243-248 and 2021: 577-582.
&nert]a: The word is spelled £mita in P.Sakaon 48.23.

v [t@v T]pog[ypnpéviav tetpanddev nothcacdon: P.Sakaon 48.24 [v] t®V npogipnuévav
[tetplanddmv (Gmddoctvy momaac[B]ar. Barns posited an omission ‘due to visual confusion with
the preceding word’, but this is not necessary. Dr Henry points out that ‘ék8ukiav can be under-
stood with T1v from what precedes. £k8wiav (or ékdiknowv) motetoou is familiar’.

22 €i¢ 7]0 péya dixaothpiov: Cf. P.Oxy. LXIII 4382.9 (383?) &ig 10 péy[a] Swcaotipiov.
Avotonotapiog Avyovotonotapiag in P.Sakaon 48.25. This version of the name of the

province of Augustamnica occurs only in this petition. For the spelling in this copy, cf. Gignac,
Grammari74.

®Moovfov) *Orvpmiov: This remains one of only two exactly dated references to Fl. Olympius,
praeses of Augustamnica; the other comes from less than a month earlier, 14.iii.343 (P.Oxy.
XLVIII 3389). One other probably dates from spring 343 (P.Oxy. LXII 4345), and two others are
undated. See further Agostinini 2020: 315-317.

23 mpoywprion: tpoy[mpnon] instead of mpo[oToxBiontat] may now be read in P.Sakaon 48.26.
Cf. SB VI 9136.13 (4th cent.) Jv adtoig mpoymprion, from the end of a petition.



438 Nikolaos Gonis

Bibliography

Abercrombie, J.R. (1985), ‘A History of the Acquisition of Papyri and Related Written Material in the
University of Pennsylvania Museum’, BES 6: 7-16.

Agostini, G. (2020), Prefetti e praesides nell amministrazione giudiziaria dell’Egitto tardoantico: ambiti di
competenza e prosopografia (284-397) (Diss. Sapienza, Universita di Roma).

Bagnall, R.S. (1982), “The Population of Theadelphia in the Fourth Century’, BSAC 24: 35-57.

Barns, J.W.B. (1949), “Three Fay(im Papyri’, CE 24: 295-305.

Barns, ].W.B. (1957), ‘A Fourth-Century Deacon’s Petition from Theadelphia’, Studia Patristica 1: 3-9.

Boyaval, B. (1990), ““Les 4ges” de Sakaon’, CE 65: 321-322.

Bryen, A.Z.(2013), Violence in Roman Egypt: A Study in Legal Interpretation (Philadelphia).

France, J. (1999), Theadelpheia and Eubemereia: Village History in Greco-Roman Egypt (Diss.) (Leuven).

Gonis, N. (2021), ‘Notes on Miscellaneous Documents VIIT’, ZPE 220: 186-191.

Grey, C. (2011), Constructing Communities in the Late Roman Countryside (Cambridge).

Horsley, G.H.R. (1983), New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity, vol. III: A Review of Greek Inscrip-
tions and Papyri Published in 1978 (North Ryde).

Johnson, W.A. (2012), “The Oxyrhynchus Distributions in America: Papyri and Ethics’, BASP 49: 209-222.

Kelly, B. (2011), Petitions, Litigation, and Social Control in Roman Egypt (Oxford).

Lallemand, J. (1964), L administration civile de I'Egypte de l'avénement de Dioclétien & la création du diocése
(284-382) (Brussels).

Luiselli, R. (1999), 4 Study of High Level Greek in the Non-Literary Papyri from Roman and Byzantine Egypt
(Diss.) (London).

Mascellari, R. (2014), ‘Nuova edizione di una petizione di epoca traianea: P.Jand. inv. 16 = SB X 10218 (con
un’appendice sul termine EKAIKIA)’, ZPE 191: 235-248.

Mascellari, R. (2021), La lingua delle petizioni nell’Egitto romano: evoluzione di lessico, formule ¢ procedure
dal 30 4.C. al 300 d.C. (Florence).

Parédssoglou, G.M. (ed.) (1978), The Archive of Aurelius Sakaon. Papers of an Egyptian farmer in the last
century of Theadelphia (Bonn).

Parsons, P. J. (1969), “Three Documents from Trinity College, Dublin’, CdE 44: 313-324.

Whitehorne, J. (2003), ‘Strategus, Centurion, or Neither. BGU1321 and 322 (= M. Chrest. 114 and 124) and
their Duplicates’, BASP 40: 201-211.

Wipszycka, E. (1994), KaboAtn et les autres épithetes qualifiant le nom ékkAnoio. Contribution a étude
de Pordre hiérarchique des églises dans 'Egypte byzantine’, JJurP 24: 191-212.

Worp, K.A. (1997), “Ap&avteg and motevdpevot in Papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt’, ZPE 115: 201~
220.





