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NOTES ON MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTS X!

131.CPR 1111

This is a fragment of a Heracleopolite sale assigned to the second century but certainly of the third (cf. 11
Aupova nputavend). In 1. 9 the edition prints dexo €Y yunc Boppo: pep[n; in a comment on the grammat-
ical gender of yomc, Gignac, Gram. ii 95 n. 3, suggested that £y yOnc ‘is more likely nom. for gen./dat.” (cf.
BL VIII 98), but this does not clarify the meaning of the phrase. The online image shows that the supras-
cript part may be read as vo~ : we have vo(tov) yomc. The term yonc (P.Bub. III 6.v.6 n.) mostly occurs in
Oxyrhynchite descriptions of land boundaries; for another Heracleopolite example, cf. PRyl. IT 87.7 (3% ¢.)
vOTOL YOMC.

132. P.Athen. 18
The text was edited as a lease of a garden at the rent of 44 drachmas, taken on by a person from Euhemeria
in the third year of Severus Alexander (223/4; see BL VII 229). It contains numerous difficulties. I juxta-
pose the text of the first edition (only the date clause has been revised) with an image (without the blank
lower margin).
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detcov (Gpovpdv) ] amo Modv pmvt 100
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Jodv Exov unvav mév-
[te(?) Iviava k[ ] €roc 8vo
[ 1.[ épyluplov
[Spayucc] tetcopdrovio eKTOV” TéCa-
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[ueto TOVdE TV xpdvoV Topadoco ce
[ Jortn o T dhor ve Ex
[ 1. (rovo) y Adtoxpdropoc Kaic(opoc)
[Mapxo]v AdpnAfiJov Ceovnipov
[ALeEav]dpov Evc(eBobe) Edbtuyodc Cefactod
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41 mcBocacBor 51 punvoc 10 L. teccapdxovo, técca-
13 1. nopaddcw cot 14 1. dAla, Exet

There is little to recommend n[a]p[dldercov (11. 4-5) except for the first letter. What was leased was to be
surrendered at the end of the term; this should be summarized by Jotn kol T Ao in 1. 14, an implausible
sequence. I propose to read [to mpoBJotor ko 6 arfytor, even if odytov is a rare word (DGE s.v.), not found

! Continued from ZPE 225 (2023) 225-30. The online images mentioned in these notes are accessible through papyri.
info. Credits for image clippings: 132—-133, The Archaeological Society at Athens (with thanks to Ms I. Ninou for permission);
134, Institut de Papyrologie da la Sorbonne; 139, Universitétsbibliothek Leipzig (with thanks to Dr A. Marker for permission
and for supplying a digital image); 143, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Papyrussammlung; 145, Universititsbibliothek
Erlangen-Niirnberg and Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.
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in any other papyrus. If this holds, we may try to read mpdf[ai[to. n ofyra] y in 11. 45, but this is largely
a guess. A goat may be mentioned in 1. 8, where I read aiyoc (not €toc) dVo, but I do not see how to recon-
struct the context. There is one other reference to livestock in 1. 6: drokatoctico is not only unexpected at
this point, but also not fully compatible with the writing. We may read dmoxeipoc ta pol[uaréo, ‘having
shorn those strong of body’. For dmokeipoc, suggested by K. Maresch, cf. PGenova III 109.3 (3% c. BC)
eBeipavtec T TpoPorto kol dmokelpovtec; sheep described as pwpadéon occur in SB V 8086 = P.Chept.
9.7, 19 (268), a lease of sheep and goats from nearby Theadelphia. Such leases are rare, and all examples
but one come from the same area.2

We are on firmer ground with the rent. The scribe wrote teccepdxovrta tecc — and added okt (not
ektov) above the last word (1. 10): 48 drachmas, given also in summary, ] un (] (yivovton) 1 ed. pr) in 1. 11.
tecc  (téca- ed. pr) at the end of 1. 10 must be an error, corrected by the suprascript dxtd, but it was not
cancelled by a cross-stroke. The word probably continued in the next line, since something else would have
been written before (yivovton) (Spoyuod)] un.

The left-hand edge is relatively straight, but this does not emerge from the printed text. Lines 3—4 and
1617, more or less securely restored, indicate that the number of letters lost to the left ranged from 5/6 to
9, depending on how many narrow letters were included. Tovde in 1. 13 is an unparalleled intrusion; [peto
t|ov xpdvov would do. [toD évectd]toc in 1. 12 would be crowded in comparison, but the restoration seems
inevitable. The lost name of the month in 1. 18 would be either [[Torywv] or [[Iorwvi]. The date would be
7 May or 6 June 224,

The remaining difficulties seem to me irresolvable at present. Some of the letters in 1. 1 and the begin-
ning of 1. 2 can be read differently, but I have not been able to recognize any word. I cannot make continu-
ous sense of 11. 8-9, but it is clear that the writer of the contract was not in full control of its structure and
phraseology. In 1. 11, he began to write kol pe, thinking of kot petd (cf. 11. 12-13), but then he overwrote
ue and continued &ic £tn §vo kTA. (1 is hardly possible; it is rather €); kot remained in the text but is super-
fluous, and the reference to the duration of the lease is out of place.

133. P.Athen. 19
The text is a lease of usiac land (1. 10, [A]Jovp[t]avii(c) odcioc) dated to 153; only the left-hand part survives.
The first two lines contain the addresses, accompanied by three question marks in the edition:

‘Ovvaept “Qpov [ard(?)
kAnpo(uylac)(?) kot tolc Aoy(nolc) odct[okotc(?)

The editor thought that ovct[axoic referred to émutnpnrodc, as in SB I 5670.1-2 (167-92) toilc Aown(otc)
gmnpnt(aic) | ovaoxiic [ulicBdcemc, but apart from the various difficulties of this interpretation,
ovctfokolc was not written on the papyrus: v joins an upright that slants to the right, which does not suit
sigma. This is followed by traces at mid height and then another upright (the edition’s 1). I propose to read
cuv[; although this sigma differs from most others in the text, which have a flat cap, the last sigma of ®omctic

d);/ir y &3 7 ,; . b__‘l 7: e z B

(11. 1-3) (1. 11-12)
in 1. 3 is somewhat curved at the top. To explain cuv[, we must examine what precedes it.
At the start of 1. 2, the clerk wrote kAnpo (no dots needed) without raising the last letter; what points to the

abbreviation is the fact that the word is incomplete. It could be resolved as kAnpo(0y®) or as kKAnpo(vyiow).
We may dispose of ¢, which was based on a misunderstanding of BGU II 512.9. The papyrus might have

2p Alex Giss. 5 (Ars.; 215), SB V 8086 = P.Chept. 9 (Thead.; 268), P.Sakaon 71 (Thead.; 306). There are also three leases
of goats. See ZPE 222 (2022) 207.
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had something similar to P.Mich. IX 564.2 (150) kAnpoty(®) ¢ [k]Anpovyioc, but the phrase yewpyoc n
KkAnpovytoc is more common. The Aowrotl would be the farmers who cultivated the land of the kleruchy with
Onnophris; cf. P.Stras. VIII 704.2 (82/3) ko] toic dAA[o]ic kAnpovyoic, P.Lond. IT 435.3 (134/5) kal toic
Ao[tmotc kAnp[o]byoic, and especially PRyl. IV 596.10 (204) tiv Aown(@v) covyempy(@v) & kAnpovy(ioc).
It is probable, therefore, that we have to read tolc Aou(notc) cvv[yempyolc], ‘the other fellow-farmers’. P.Osl.
inv. 1468.13 (54), ed. SymbOslo 78 (2003) 24, tolc Avrnolc cuvysopyolc, offers another parallel.

This is a sublease of usiac land. According to the edition, it related to 10 arouras at the rent of 16 artabas
of wheat: [(Gpovpac) déka(?) éxpoplov] | 1@V SAwv U ([GpovpdV?) [Tupod dptafv] | déko €€ uetplo
(11. 10-12). t@v OAwv &povpdv is a standard expression, with no number standing in between, and this text
offers no exception: what was read as 1 would also admit the foot of p, and there are traces of another letter
before it. We may read t@v OAwv dplovpdv in 1. 11. We do not know how many aruras were leased.

A kleruchy brings us to Karanis, and there are several references to lands of the former estate of Lurius
in its area. One "Ovvoepic “Qpov heads the list of lessees of the 13" kleruchy in P.Coll.Youtie T 63.31
(155/67). He could be the same as the one in the Athens papyrus, but he was not the only Onnophris son of
Horos in Karanis at that time; "Ovvoepic “Qpov un(tpoc) Ceyabio(c) worked at the 15" kleruchy (1. 90).

134. P.Bour. 21
Some time between 139 and 145, a cobbler wrote to the Arsinoite royal scribe to denounce someone else
as being in a city: unvie | Copomdy HpoxAeidov un(tpdc) | Atoddpoc eivon dvér moAwv (11. 4-6). Why
would this be worth reporting? The text receives extensive discussion in Kruse, Der Konigliche Schreiber
ii 1060—62, who concludes: ‘Einstweilen bleibt also P.Bour. 21 ein rétselhafter Fall” What made me pause
is that &vo moAw is hardly an 1d10matlc express1on there is no other example of this phrase in the papyri.

i Wz ;»'f‘.m..

It came as no surprise that a check of the image showed that what is written after mo is not Auw.

With Aw eliminated, we have to look for a word that begins dvamo-, and there is one that suits the writ-
ing and the sense, namely &vomdyp(apov); the low trace at the end of the line would be the foot of a
sinusoid written after avomoyp, marking the abbreviation. There is a close parallel in P.Kramer 7.8-13
(223), unlvdm Avpf(Aov) HpoAdw dm(@topor) | un(tpoc) ‘HpoakAeioc Entkohodp(evov) | 3-4 ABdckoviov
(’xvocnélypqc(p(ov)(?) totc kot” otk(iov) amol[yp(apaic)(?). In spite of the uncertainty over what exactly was
written on the papyrus, the reading of the word is guaranteed by passages such as PSI III 229.13—14 (174/5)
TEPL AVOPOY AVOTOYPaPMV ... kol GALwvV unvuBéviav vro ‘EBeeivioc, or the restored though virtually
certain PSI IIT 2327 Gv éuivucev avdpdv dvolroypdeav. Our cobbler, like others, informed the author-
ities that someone was not registered in the census, which would have led to tax evasion. The informers’
motives can only be guessed at.

135. P.Fouad 68

One of the payees in this ‘List of Tax-Payments’ from Tebtunis (BL VI 40; W. Clarysse, Tyche 30 (2015)
216), dated to 180, is IIpwt(6ic) ‘Opcev(0b)pem(c) 100 Miedt(oc) €pro(upyoc) (1. 16). The word éprovpydc is
rare in the papyri, if it has been attested at all; cf. P.Pintaudi 22.1 n. The online image shows that Protas
had a different though related profession; the papyrus has ep1o), an abbreviation that indicates the presence
of m: read £prom(dANC).

Two further corrections may be recorded: in 1. 18, for Apdicrr(oc) read Apdert(oc); in 1. 24, TTovoputeve —,
the slash stands for (6poimc), written instead of Tlavopémc.

136. P.Genova II 67
This is a fragmentary record of proceedings of a city council in the third century. The text of 1. 12, rpv]tévt
el(mev)” Srotkmrod npmocv{q[, is curious; we need a nominative before £i(nev). A check of the image yields
npvltovt ed Sroucficon tputaviofv(?). The first word is a vocative (p¥]tovt) or a iotacistic dative (pv]tévy).
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137. P.Grenf. I1 52
The text is a receipt for télecpo xounAwv issued in 145 to Tanephremmis, daughter of Stotoetis son of
Satabous. This string of names points to Soknopaiou Nesos, but the payment appears to have been made at
Karanis: Yevrct kot petoy(oic) | tpdk(topcy) qpypixdv) kounc Kapalvidoc (11. 4-5). The image shows
that these tax collectors officiated in the expected place: instead of kounc Kopo[vidoc] read Cokvon(oiov)
Nncov.

138. P.Grenf. II 88

The creditor in this Arsinoite loan of 602 is addressed as 1@ aiidelcipe Todvvn 1@ Tporypo(tevti) (1. 9-10,
after BL XII 81). The second 1@ is unnecessary and a check of the online image shows that it is not on the
papyrus: « is preceded by o. There are traces of abraded letters before it, the last of them perhaps p. This
suggests copomnparypa(tevt]i); cf. PPintaudi 37.4-5 (Ars.; 6™ ¢.) 1@ aideciuw Twdvvn | copompoypotevti,
no doubt the same person. The word cuponpayuotevtic is not known from any other text, and its meaning
is not clear. The editor of P.Pintaudi 37 thought that the first part of the compound derived from cbpo, ‘pull’,
and translated ‘Wanderhéndler’, but this should rather indicate the merchandise; cf. ctinnonporypotevtic,
‘tow-merchant’. The underlying word might be cupic, ‘Syrian cloth, a kind of garment’, but the word is not
attested in the papyri after the third century. Nothing else ‘Syrian’ suggests itself.

139. P.Lips. inv. 5933
This papyrus bears a receipt issued in 305 for the payment of one talent to a bank of the res privata by a
lessee of an estate. The main part of the text was read as follows:

Siéypa(yev) éni thv Th|c
8  mpovPatnc tpd(relov) Au-
umvioc Ovpaviov pft-
cBwtnc ovctoc AA
AA[v]niov kdunc Tav[eoc
12 dwo qudv AnoAlwv[iov
Kol Atockoptmvoc kot Tof
Tp(axtopmv) [Vrtlep 18V dpyv[plov
téhav]tov &v, (tédAavTov) o [

14 1. eldov

The name beginning AA[ would have been short. An alternative reading would be o/, the standard abbre-
viation for (mpdtepov). The phrase olcloc (Tpdtepov), for estates confiscated or otherwise acquired by
the treasury, is well attested, last in W.Chr. 177.3 (272-5). The editor took this to be the estate of Alypios,
known from the Heroninos archive, or of one of his children; P.Sakaon 97.2 (305), ovciac Alvriov, was
adduced as a parallel. Alypios’ properties are recorded in West Fayum, however, whereas Tanis was in the
North-West, but this is a minor worry. It is not even clear whether AA[v]riov can be read. -niov is possible,
but A is not easy.

More dubious is the identification of the functionaries in 1. 14. tp(axtopwv), unexpected in a text of 303,
cannot be verified. The function of the persons mentioned in 11. 12-13 is hidden under what was taken as a
reference to a tax: the papyrus has yeipictdv, not [brtJep 13@v. These yeipictol would have been the admin-

3 Published in C. Arlt, M. A. Stadler (eds), Das Fayyiim in Hellenismus und Kaiserzeit (2013) 146-50.
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istrators of the (confiscated) estate. A Xetptc*m']c who deals with the former estate of Cl. Isidora alias Apia
occurs in POxy. LXX 4777.4 (232). The traces at the start of 1. 14 (up to three letters) would have belonged
to the name beginning I'a[ in 1. 13, but I cannot offer any reading of this part.

140. P.Lips. inv. 1125 + 14094
This is an Arsinoite declaration of 298-300 addressed to a censitor by two brothers, [ropd AbpnAo]v
Elpnvaiov [kt Covylappwvoc Movdov (1. 2; [ropd t@]v kTA. ed. pr), who register three aruras of royal
land (1. 11, ap(ovpoc) 7y, preceded by dpovpdv Tplidv, though grammar requires the accusative; dpoOpaic
plLdVv ed. pr). The line divisions of the edited text are doubtful, but I am more concerned with the lacunas
in lines 7 and 8. The edition prints the following text (the left-hand edge of 11. 68 is roughly straight):

[Kocapmv govepov cot moro]dpev kek[tic]@on fudc éue pev tov E[ipnvot-
[ov ko]t Covydupmlva] kato 10 Aowmov Tpitov pépoc
8 [rept Ty KoMV Keprecovyo Alyopdic KTA.

If Souchammon possessed ‘the remaining third part’, Eirenaios would own the two-thirds, expressed as
Kortd 10 Otpotpov pépoc. This is rather long for the space, also if we consider that tnv in 1. 8 should be
removed: we would have mept v a0ty kouny if the village were mentioned earlier, but there is no room
for Kepkecovyo Ayopaic in the lacuna in 1. 3. I would assume that pépoc was omitted, which would be
exceptional but is not unparalleled; cf. P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5558.11 (201-10). In short, I propose to read éue
uev tov E[tJpnvaitlov xora 1o dipotpov, tov §le Covydppo[vo] kato 1o Aownov tpttov pépoc [mept kmunv
Kepkecovyo Alyopoic.

141. P.Prag. 11 166
The papyrus preserves the concluding part of an Arsinoite loan or sale on delivery of grains, written in
small format. It was edited as follows:

amlep cot anodwco unvi Mowvt puétp @ Eud
Jo érowie €x 1@V kopndv ThHc cvv Bed ExTnc tv(dikTimvoc) dvoueBoimc
] un(voc) Meyerp B e iv(diktiwvoc). T (m.2) T 8(1) Euod IMAovtdupmvoc copforotoypdeov)

Very little is missing from the beginnings of the lines. CPR X 120.16f. (523) uétp® t@® c@d &v 10 | nowkim,
or PGen. I* 15.3 pétpo dwale €v 1@ énowkie, indicate that we should restore [év 1]® €rnoucie in 1. 2. The
last line would have begun [¢yp(dien)]; cf. e.g. SPP II12.2 124.4 (579) and 163.6, where the body of the text
closes with a reference to the crops of a given indiction and avopeBéAmc.

142. SB XX 14112
The text lists land in Arsinoite villages, sometime in the early fourth century. The figures are added in 1. 5,
totalling (&povpon) keddn’, 25%% aruras. The editor noted that the total ought to be 25 3/4 1/16 1/64 aruras.
1/16 + 1/64 are rounded up to 1/18 (sic, for 1/8)’ (Aegyptus 70 (1990) 34). There is indeed some rounding,
but of a more ordinary kind. As we may see from the image, the transcription misses 1¢’ at the end of 1. 1;
it has the same shape as that in 1. 2. Added to the other /|4, this produces 's. The remaining '/, was rounded
off.

143. SPP VIII 1239
I begin by juxaposing the edition with a clipped image of this short text, assigned to the fifth/sixth century:

7 ]7§ &‘”0/\'7; 775 Uméogpuialr
2 /‘(a(oro]w\a/@/) oveiag Zﬂﬂab}? Ee: VU‘V[
8 ]:’V/{) 708 Spsrisov vayf

4 Published above (n. 3) 150—54.
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The hand is not earlier than the middle of the sixth century. Nothing is said about the papyrus’ provenance
in the edition; TM Geo 12865 records ‘Emboles Ousia’ as of unknown location. £uoAfic is not a place
name, however; at the end of 1. 2, the papyrus has cov Oed; cf. POxy. LXII 4351.9 (6™ c.) éufoAfic Thic
cbv Oed évvatnc émwvep(Meenc), or XVI 2009.2-3 (7" ¢)) xowvd(voc) EuoAii(o) | cov Bed tiic €xtnc émv]
g(uncewc). ovclac goes with yapto]lulap(t ), but there is no other example of a yapTovAdploc ovcioc.
(aicloc for odctoc, dubiously suggested in BL X 266, can be ignored.) In 1. 3, ivd(iktimvoc) appears unob-
jectionable, but the genitive cannot stand on its own. The papyrus is damaged before T00 vuetépov vow;
[61d&)] or [(brép)] might have stood there.

We may turn to 1. 1. The transcript omits pov after decroivne. BL XII 270 records the suggestion to
restore Vrepeuec[tatnc notpikioe, which is likely. There may be another reference to the same lady in SPP
I1I 340.4 decnotvn NuaV ) vr[epeuectarn (rotpikio supplied in BL XII 265). The only patricia found in
papyri from Vienna is Sophia (cf. ZPE 166 (2008) 204—6). Shipment of tax grain is mentioned in two texts
of her dossier, namely SPP VIII 1091 and 1094.

144. SPP VIII 1314b
This small parchment scrap from seventh-century Arsinoe refers to Oeodwpokie [d]paxi[ov] (1. 1). A
check of the online image shows that the meaningless [&]paki[ov] is a misreading of Theodorakios’ occu-
pation: pant, to be read as pamt(n) or pant[n] (if eta was suprascript).

145. Confusions between v and = in late documents
There are several cases of confusion of v for & and vice-versa in documents of the later period, but these
ought to be avoidable when the writing survives in full: v has a form similar to Roman » and is not linked
to the next letter, whereas  approximates w and admits ligatures. Some examples with lexicographic impli-
cations will be discussed below.

The neuter participle middle of évogeilw is common in papyri of the Ptolemaic and Roman periods;
there also appear to be two examples from the sixth century, P.Erl. 55.3 (542) and PSI I 76 = P.Christodote
recto A7, 10, B8, 11 (572/3). In the PSI passages, where we find évopeilopeva, the first v does not have the
same shape as the second, the difference being that between n and w: read éropetdopevo. The passage in
the Erlangen papyrus is more interesting; here is an image clipping of the beginnings of 11. 2-3:

T 2

(P.Erl. 55.2-3 detail) (PSI VIII 898.9, detail)

The editor read aro 10b (1. 2) and évoeetdopeva (1. 3; o stands on a separate fragment), but the papyrus
has éro@etlopeva; o is written in the same way as in the line immediately above.

Middle forms of évoeilm are generally rare after the third century; one of the exceptions is offered by
PSI VIII 898.9, a letter assigned to the fourth century, which appears to have évopideto. As we may see
from the clipping above, o is corrected from something else, but the ductus of the preceding letter is clearly
that of =; read énoeileto (I. énweei-). We may also note that the hand may be placed in the fifth century.

An example of the opposite confusion comes up in PSI III 225.10, a letter assigned to the late sixth
or early seventh century (cf. R. Pintaudi, AnPap 23-24 (2011-2012) 143). The edition reads Omopévov; the
verb occurs only sporadically in late antique papyri. A check of the online image, however, reveals that the
papyrus has ]ywc')uevov. The form of v in this word is consistently the same.
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/ m’, %A;(J/o

(PSI I 225.10 detail) (P.Fouad 87.6, detail)

More interesting is P.Fouad 87, a well-known monastic letter of the sixth century. It begins with the report
that the comes loannes had reached the harbour of a monastery in Aphrodito; the writer of the letter invited
him to visit the monasteries, but Ioannes ovx vVrécyxeto | T€mc TobT0 Totfcon (11 6-7), translated as ‘il ne
s’offrit pas a le faire pour le moment’. The translation gives the expected sense, but is this the meaning of
the verb? One may adduce LSJ s.v. brioyvéouon 3, ‘consent’, in a similar context, but known from a single
text. The online image shows that a different verb was used: vécyeto. k was first corrected to ev,5 and
then € was corrected to m (the last observation is due to K. Maresch). This has the expected sense: Ioannes
‘refused’ to do as requested. Cf. POxy. XVI 1931.6 (5" c.) oUk €vécyeto AckAd dobvou dydpry, or P.Grenf.
164.2-3 (6"/7" ¢.) 0Ok fvécyeto TobT0 | TotHico.0

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

5 This reading of v as = may have led to the confusion about the shape of these letters in this text and the suggestion that
one may also read dmeABelv and dnépyeton in place of dvelBetv and dvépyeton in 11. 5 and 28 (BL VII 58); but the letter is v.

6 Some of the small linguistic slips in the text of P.Fouad 87 are the result of editorial misses. For 1. 24, odtiyv fuépov,
BL VII 58 offers adtnv {orvtnv} Nuépav. Something was deleted after abtiiv, but this is not be ow; read advtny [ ] v npépa.
The papyrus has the correct GAX, not &X', in 1. 7, and dArywpricn, not GAryoprcn, in 1. 34.



