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P.Oxy. 4.755 descr. – a Homeric Papyrus 
at Princeton (Iliad 5.130-174)1

Andrzej Mirończuk Warsaw University

Abstract
Edition of an unpublished Homeric papyrus from Oxyrhynchus from 
the third century CE with parts of Iliad 5.130-174. The papyrus was 
briefly described in P.Oxy. 3 as no. 755 and is now at Princeton Uni-
versity (AM 4427).

princeton.apis.p31 H x W = 29 x 6 cm III CE
P.Oxy. 3.755 descr.; MP3 0737; TM 60905; LDAB 2035; Allen 179; West 179

The papyrus, which was given to Princeton University by the Egypt Ex-
ploration Society in 1907, is a long, rather narrow scrap, broken on all sides, 
preserving on the verso the full height of a column with endings of Iliad 5.130-
174.2 On the recto are the remains of an unpublished document written in a 
cursive hand of the early third century CE. The papyrus is now in the Manu-
scripts Division, Department of Rare Books and Special Collections, Princeton 
University Library, under inventory number AM 4427.

The ink on the verso is mostly black, but in the upper parts of the text 
it is sometimes dark grey; later supplements are also lighter. The ink is often 
faded and worn away. In some places the top layer of the papyrus has been 
stripped away.

Part of the upper margin is preserved to a height of 2 cm at most (or 2.6 
cm if we exclude the uncertain 5.130); of the bottom margin 2.7 cm at most 
remains. The extant right margin varies from minimally 1.6 cm (after the lon-
gest line) to 4 cm (after the shortest lines).

1 I would like to express my sincerest gratitude to Princeton University and to Mr. 
Don C. Skemer, Curator of Manuscripts, for the permission to publish the papyrus. 
For a photograph see http://www.columbia.edu/cgi-bin/dlo?obj=princeton.apis.p69 
&size=150&face=f&tile=0. I would like to thank Benedetto Bravo and Tomasz Derda, 
who were of invaluable assistance.

2 Traces of 5.130 very doubtful; see the commentary.
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Assuming that the vague traces at the top of the column are ink belonging 
to 5.130 (as Grenfell and Hunt state), this column has 45 lines. Book 5 would 
have occupied 21 columns.3 The column-to-column width4 may be calculated 
very approximately5 to 14 cm. Book 5 would have occupied ca. 3 meters in 
length. The height of the column is 24.3 cm (with 45 lines; or 23.8 cm with 
44 lines), and the height of the roll was at least 29 cm. The leading6 is very 
uneven, varying from 0.4 cm to 0.65 cm; the line-spacing7 varies from 0.15 
cm to 0.35 cm.

The writing, against the fibers, was not carefully done and was executed at 
a fast pace, but no ligatures occur and each letter was written separately. The 
hand exhibits some characteristics of the Formal-Mixed Style8 (e. g., narrow ε, 
θ, ο, ϲ contra broad δ, η, μ, ν, π, τ), but the script is rather informal and irregular. 
Bilinearity is poorly maintained (cf. verticals of ρ, τ, υ, φ, ψ descending below 
the line); lines are sloping. The first two elements of α form an acute angle; the 
right diagonal of δ starts before it meets the left one – the horizontal stroke 
comes slightly off the line sloping; strokes of ε are almost at a right angle; μ is 
written in three movements, with a rounded, often deep middle element; ξ is 
written as two horizontals with a dot in the middle; ο is small and stands high 
in the line; υ is often written in one movement, with a shallow cup; ω is rather 
flat and stands high in the line. Comparison with P.Oxy. 7.1016 (Plato, early 
III CE, GLH 20a9), P.Oxy. 2.223 (Iliad, early III CE; GLH 21a), P.Flor. 2.103 
(Iliad, ca. AD 260; GLH 22a), P.Oxy. 27.2452 (Sophocles?, II CE; GMAW 17), 
P.Oxy. 27.2458 (Euripides, III CE; GMAW 32), P.Oxy. 7.1015 (Encomium, later 
III CE; GMAW 50) suggests a date for this papyrus in III CE.

There is regular use of lectional signs, which are probably written by two 
hands. The scribe is responsible for all the diaereseis and for the apostrophe in 
5.147; he probably also added the circumflex accent in 145 and the acute ac-
cent in 137. All other signs appear to be slightly lighter and seem to have been 
added by a second hand, which also is responsible for the correction in 134. 

3 909 ÷ 45 = 20.2 (= 20 full columns with 45 lines + one column with 9 lines). If the 
columns have 44 lines, Book 5 would have occupied 21 columns (20 full columns + 
one with 29 lines).

4 The width of the longest line in a column + the intercolumnar space.
5 Five letters occupy ca. 1.5 cm in width. The longest lines have ca. 40 letters. Therefore 

40 ÷ 5 = 8; 8 x 1.5 cm = 12 cm; 12 cm + at least 1.6 cm of the right margin = 13.6 cm.
6 “The vertical space between lines of text, measured from base to base line,” W.A. 

Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus (Toronto 2004) 342.
7 Leading minus letter height.
8 Cf. E.G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (London 19872; = GMAW) 

26-27.
9 C.H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands 350 BC-AD 400 (Oxford 1956; = GLH).
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Iota mutum is often omitted. Considering the re-used backside, the informal 
hand, and reading aids, the papyrus was probably used as a school text.10

The text usually supports the Vulgate. The following papyri11 cover some 
or all the lines of our papyrus: P.Cair.Masp. 3.67331 (1-746 [lacunose], AD 
375-425, West’s Ph38), P.Oxy. 2.223 (76-228, III CE, P16), P.Laur. 4.127 (114-32, 
II-III CE; P473a), P.Bodmer 1(124-32, 151-810, AD 217-399; P400), P.Ashm. inv. 
101/22(a) (126-57, II-III CE; P995), P.Ashm. inv. 106/34(d) (128-39, 167-84; 
undated; P996), P.Ashm. inv. 119/64(b) (132-9, IV CE; P713), P.Ashm. inv. 34 4B 
74/F(1-3)a (134-53, II CE; P997), P.Ifao inv. 94 verso (142-62, AD 200-225; P402), 
P.Laur. 4.128 (159-68, I CE; P473b); and in P.Strasb. inv. Gr. 1015 (glossary or 
scholia minora ad 5.88-254, II CE; Ph51), P.Harris 2.177 (scholia ad 5.158-256, 
III CE; Ph52).

I examined the photograph of the papyrus and compared the manuscript 
mainly with M.L. West’s edition (Stuttgart/Leipzig 1998); I consulted also H. 
van Thiel’s (Hildesheim, Zürich, New York 20102) and Leaf ’s (London 19022) 
editions; in the lacunae I provide West’s text, and in the commentary I use his 
sigla. I print lectional signs following the scribe’s practice (i.e. as they occur in 
the manuscript).

↓                                       margin 
130?                                  ] . . . . 
131                           Αφροδ]ιτ̣̣η 
                                     οξε]ι ̣χαλκω 
                          γλαυκωπι]ϲ̣ Αθήν[η] 
                                          ε]μ[[ε]]ίχθη 
135                                    ] μ̣αχέ̣ϲθα̣ι ̣ 
                                          ] ὥϲ τε λέον̣τα·  . 
                                          ] οΐεϲϲι 
                                      ου]δε δαμαϲϲηι·̣ 
                                         ] προϲαμ̣ύνε̣ι·̣ 
140                            ερημ]α̣ φο[βει]τ̣α̣ι ̣ 
                                        κ]έ̣χυν̣τα[ι] 
                                        α]υ̣λῆϲ 
                                       Δ]ιο̣μήδηϲ· 
                                  ποιμ]έ̣να λαῶν· 
145                         χαλκηρ]ε̣ϊ δοῦ̣ρ̣ι· 
                                         π]αρ ῶμο̣ν 

10 Cf. e.g. Turner, GMAW 13 and footnote 6.
11 List based on LDAB (www.trismegistos.org/ldab) and Homer and the Papyri 

(http://www.stoa.org/homer/homer.pl).
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                              εεργαθε]ν̣ ηδ’ α̣πο̣ νώτο̣[υ 
                                          ] Πολύειδ̣ο̣ν 
                                        γ]έ̣ρον̣τ̣ο̣[ϲ 
150                               ονε]ιρ̣ου̣ϲ̣ 
                                 εξενα]ριξε̣ν̣ 
                               Φαινο]πὸϲ ϋ̄ι[̣ 
                                     λυγ]ρ̣ῶι 
                                        λιπεϲ]θ̣α̣[ι] 
155                             εξαι]ν̣υτο θ[υ]μ̣ὸν̣ 
                                      ] κ̣ήδε̣α λυγρ̣[α] 
                                     ] ν̣οϲτήϲ̣α̣ν̣[τ]ε 
                                      δα]τ̣έ̣ο̣ν̣τ̣ο̣ 
                                       Δαρδα]ν̣ίδ̣ᾱο̣  
160                                         ] Χ̣[ρομι]όν τε · . 
                                           αυχε]ν̣α̣ αξη 
                                            βοϲ]κ̣ο̣μ̣ε̣νάων· 
                                              Τυ]δ̣ε̣οϲ ῡ ιο̣ϲ 
                                              τευχ]ε̣ εϲύλα· 
165                                                 ] ελαύνειν 
                                               ϲτιχα]ϲ ανδρ̣ῶν̣ 
                                                       ] ε̣γ̣χεια̣ων̣ 
                                                      ] ε̣φε̣ύ̣ρο̣ι· 
                                            κρατερ]ό̣ν τε̣ 
170                                                  ] η̣υ̣δα̣ 
                                                      ] ο̣ϊϲ̣τοί 
                                                      αν]ήρ· 
                                                αμει]ν̣[ων] 
174                                                 α]ν̣[αϲχ]ών· 
                                                         margin

130? ] . . . . : Few very vague and indeterminate traces, then a vertical – all 
may be discoloration (cf. similar dark spots at the bottom of the column, under 
]ών) and not ink. Grenfell and Hunt state that the first line preserved is 5.130.

132 χαλκω: So P16 supra scr., 400, 995, 996 and most codd.12 (Ω) : [[χ]]αλκῶι P713 
: δουρι P16. — At the end perhaps a high dot (or just a hole in the papyrus).

12 I use the term “codices” (“codd.”) to designate the medieval manuscripts collated 
by M.L. West: Ω = codices A (X AD), D (X), B (XI), C (XI-XII), E (XI; these three last 
codd., BCE, have a common ancestor, b), F (XI), T (AD 1059), Y (fragments, XI), R 
(XII), W (XII), G (XIII); so-called h family: M (XIII AD), N (XII-XIII), P (XIV); and 
codd. H (XIII), O (XIII), V (XIII), X (fragments of Δ), Z (lemmata and scholiaD, IX).
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134 ε]μ[[ε]]ίχθη: The corrected form (most probably by a second hand), 
ἐμίχθη, is attested in the whole tradition (so P16, 713, 995, 996, codd. [Ω]) and is 
preferred by West. A similar correction, ε]μ[[ε]]ίχθη, is attested in P20 (I-II 
CE) at 9.99.

135 At the end perhaps a high dot (or just a hole in the papyrus).

136 ὥϲ: The acute accent is well preserved; before it there are some faint 
traces, which suit the horizontal stroke of a rough breathing. Although the 
vertical dash of the hypothetical breathing is lost, the presence of the breathing 
is very probable – the acute begins above the right arm of ω, apparently fol-
lowing a lectional sign that was written exactly above ω. — λέον̣τα: o perhaps 
squeezed in later (by the scribe).

138 δαμαϲϲηι:̣ Above the second α there is a possible trace that, if ink, 
may belong to the upper tip of an acute accent (δαμάϲϲηι); the papyrus is dam-
aged here and it might be also just a shadow of the image. — The iota adscript 
is rather short, broad and damaged at mid-level, if ink (and not just two holes 
one above another), perhaps added by a second hand. Cf. 153.

141 κ]έ̣χυν̣τα[: It cannot be determined if the papyrus had κέχυνται, as 
P997, h51, testimonia and codd. (Ω), preferred by West, or κέχυντα, as P995 (the 
former is of course much more probable). Codex Z offers κέχυντο. Only P16 
has τέτανται. — In the right margin, far to the right, there is a half-circle, like a 
large quantity mark denoting a short vowel (similar to a lowercase υ) – perhaps 
surface damage. This line is omitted in one late codex, teste Leaf.

142 α]υ̣λῆϲ: The accent is quite clumsy; perhaps it was corrected from 
an acute accent.

147 εεργαθε]ν̣: The ν is doubtful – there are no verticals, and at line level 
there are dark traces compatible with a horizontal dash (accidental? Cf. a stroke 
after υ of Πολύειδ̣ο̣ν in 148); the character looks like δ. ν is surely expected here.

148 Πολύειδ̣ο̣ν: So P16, 995, Et. Mag., and codd. F T R W. The majority 
of the tradition (Herodianus, Aristonicus, most codd. [Ω*]) has Πολύϊδον, 
which could be found in some copies teste Et. Mag; Eustathius also refers to 
two forms in antiquity.13 Cf. 13.663: ἦν δέ τιϲ Εὐχήνωρ, Πολυΐδου μάντιοϲ υἱόϲ 
(so scholiaPind., codd. [Ω] : Πολυείδου P9, 60 and some late MSS.); and 13.666: 

13 Ὁ δὲ Πολύϊδοϲ διφορεῖται παρὰ τοῖϲ παλαιοῖϲ ἔν τε διχρόνωι καὶ διὰ διφθόγγου δὲ 
ἔχων τὴν παραλήγουϲαν (Commentarii ad Iliadem 2.44). Van Thiel’s information that 
Eustathius read Πολύειδον in 5.148 is wrong.
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ἀγαθὸϲ Πολύϊδοϲ (so P60, testimonia, codd. [Ω] : Πολύειδοϲ P9 and some late 
MSS.). Cf. also a variant Πολύειδον ad 9.276 in codex T.

151 εξενα]ριξε̣ν: There is ν-movable at the end of line, although the next 
verse does not start with a vowel.

152 ϋ̄ι[̣: It is impossible to determine if the papyrus had υἷε, as P955 supra 

scr. and codd. (Ω; ϋεῖε P16), preferred by West, or υἱόν, as P955 and scholiabT ad 
13.643. — Below the left tip of the quantity mark there is a small dark spot. If it 
is ink (and not a shadow), together with the horizontal it might be compatible 
with a very clumsy circumflex accent (cf. e.g. 142) – so the papyrus’ reading 
would be ῧι[ε]. I find such a circumflex hardly possible.

153 λυγ]ρ̣ῶι: The ι is thick and long and also slightly lighter than the 
ink of the main text – Grenfell and Hunt probably rightly suggest that it was 
added by a second hand.

155 εξαι]ν̣υτο: Above the damaged ν, to the left, there is a faint oblique 
ascending from the left, perhaps remains of an acute accent (εξαί]ν̣υτο).

158 δα]τ̣έ̣ο̣ν̣τ̣ο̣: So the tradition and edd. Herakleides read δατέονται 
(teste Eustathius); cf. Hes. Th. 606-7 ἀποφθιμένου δὲ διὰ ζωὴν δατέονται 
χηρω̣ταί.

160 Χ̣[ρομι]όν τε: Above ο there is a faint spot, which suits the upper tip 
of an acute accent. I suppose that the papyrus had Χρόμιόν τε, as most codd. 
(Ω*), accepted by van Thiel. M. West, as Herodianus, prefers Χρομίον, attested 
in P16 and codex A. Similar differences at 4.295, 5.677, 9.275, 17.218.

162 βοϲ]κ̣ο̣μ̣ε̣νάων: Above α and under the long acute accent clumsy 
traces, like a quantity mark denoting a short vowel. — In the right margin, at 
the edge, some ink traces, like a rounded character.

163 ῡ ιο̣ϲ: The dash above υ does not seem to be a continuous stroke; 
perhaps it is a diaeresis (ϋιο̣ϲ). Above it blurred, faint traces (a grave added by 
a second hand, ῢιο̣ϲ/ ὺ̄ιο̣ϲ?).

164 τευχ]ε: Above ε faint, blurred traces, perhaps an apostrophe (τευ- 
χ]ε̣’).

172 This verse is omitted only in P400 (teste Homer and the Papyri). The 
high dot may be a hole in the papyrus.

173 The vertical space between verses 172 and 174 is compressed (0.45 
cm), but it is not unusual; cf. e.g. 5.161-163, where the vertical space between 
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161 and 163 is 0.55 cm. Also, the lines are sloping – therefore at the beginning 
the space between 172 and 174 might have been larger.

174 α]ν̣[αϲχ]ών·: Grenfell and Hunt state that the last preserved line 
is 5.173 (i.e. ἀμείν]ων?), but that is not plausible considering (a) the vertical 
alignment of letters (the last letter of 173 should be ca. under ρ of ἀν]ήρ of 172 
and the second ι of ὀϊϲτοί of 171; (b) the acute accent above ω of ]ών. The traces 
much more probably belong to 5.174. — Under ω some blurred and smudged 
out traces – something crossed out?



Greek von Scherling Papyri in Leiden

Klaas A. Worp Leiden University

Abstract
Edition of 14 Greek papyri in the National Museum of Antiquities, 
Leiden, acquired in the 1940s from Erik von Scherling,

The National Museum of Antiquities (RMO) in Leiden holds, inter multa 
ac varia alia, a small collection of Greek papyri acquired through two pur-
chases from Erik von Scherling, a local dealer in medieval manuscripts and 
ancient papyri.1 The first purchase was made in 1942, the second in 1948. It is 
perhaps remarkable that in the middle of the Second World War, while Europe 
was ablaze, a Dutch museum spent money on a handful of Greek papyrus frag-
ments. Especially in view of the quality of the fragments, one can only speculate 
about the motive behind the acquisition.

I published one of these texts a quarter century ago,2 and I present here, 
as a kind of coda to my research on the von Scherling papyri, a first edition of 
the other Greek von Scherling texts in the RMO.3 Identifiable provenances are 
Oxyrhynchus (3, 4) and the Antaeopolite nome (5); in most cases a provenance 
cannot be ascertained. None of the fragments can be attributed to a particular 
year; all that can be said is that they cover the whole spectrum of Ptolemaic 
(7, 11), Roman (1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 13), and Byzantine Egypt (2, 5, 10, 14). I keep the 
numerical order of the inventory numbers attributed by the Museum to the 
individual objects:

1 On his papyrus collection, see M. Bakker, A. Bakkers, and K.A. Worp,“Back to 
Oegstgeest: The von Scherling Papyrus Collection. Some von Scherling Texts in Min-
nesota,” BASP 44 (2007) 41-73, esp. 41-47, and K.A. Worp and R. Dekker, “Missing 
Papyri: The von Scherling Papyrus Collection Again”,  BASP 49 (2012) 175-208.

2 See K.A. Worp, “P.Leid. inv. F 1948/3.4: A New Fragment concerning Market Taxes 
in Oxyrhynchus,” OMRO 67 (1987) 25-28 (= now SB 18.13631).

3 One more time I should like to express my sincere gratitude to the curator papy-
rorum in the National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden, Maarten Raven, for his kind 
permission to publish the texts edited in this article. Likewise, I should like to thank 
my former student Ms. A.V. Bakkers MA for her help during the preparation of this 
publication, and the Museum’s photographer, Mr. P.J. Bomhof, for the excellent work 
he did on making digital photographs of these texts available to me.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 15-38
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inv. F 1942/10.6 = 1. Fragment of uncertain character 
inv. F 1942/10.7 = 2. Order to deliver 
inv. F 1942/10.8 = 3. Receipt for a tax payment 
inv. F 1942/10.9 = 4. Fragment of a document 
inv. F 1942/10.10 = 5. Account 
inv. F 1942/10.11 = 6. Fragment of a letter(?) 
inv. F 1942/10.12 = 7. Fragment of a text of unknown character 
inv. F 1942/10.144 = 8. Fragment of a text of unknown character 
inv. F 1942/10.16 = 9. Fragment of a text of unknown character 
inv. F 1942/10.17 = 10. Part of a private letter(?) 
inv. F 1948/3.1 = 11. Fragment of uncertain character 
inv. F 1948/3.2 = 12. List of names(?) 
inv. F 1948/3.3 = 13. Fragment of a contract 
inv. F 1948/3.5 = 14. List of documents

1. Fragment of Uncertain Character

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.6. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 5.

Dimensions: 3.3 (H.) x 9.5 (W.) cm. While the preserved text counts only 
two lines, its top margin features a small diagonal hasta coming from above. 
This can be taken as the descending vertical of a single letter (possibly a ρ?), 
hence an unknown number of lines preceded the present l. 1. At the beginning 
of the first line a small amount of papyrus may have to be folded back, but the 
extra thick papyrus may be caused by a Klebung of a tomos synkollesimos; for 
such composite rolls, cf. W. Clarysse, “Tomoi Synkollesimoi,” in M. Brosius 
(ed.), Ancient Archives and Archival Traditions. Concepts of Record-Keeping in 
the Ancient World (Oxford 2003) 344-359. The verso is blank. The writing is 
with the fibres.

Date: Roman period  Provenance: ?

 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 ] . αι Χρυσά̣ριον τὰς τοῦ πατρὸς α̣[ 
2 ]ω̣δου περι . [ . ]ψ . κ̣ . ρ̣ι ̣. . ρ̣ . . . ν̣  t r a c e s 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

4 Inv. F 1942/10.13 and F 1942/10.15 turned out to be documents in Coptic; their 
edition falls under the competence of a Coptic papyrologist.
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The word χρυσάριον is remarkable. In the DDBDP (accessed on 18.2.2013) 
it is found only in BGU 3.959.9 as a woman’s name, while according to the TLG 
it occurs as (a) a personal name for women (only in Lucian, Dialog. Meretricii 
2.10, and in the scholia to this author), or (b) a substantive (only in the Corpus 
Aristotelicum, Fragm. 266 [Rose], l. 17: σωροῖ τὸ προζύμιον τοῦ χρυσαρίου). 
Despite the dubious context, a personal name seems more attractive here than 
a term without a clear meaning (it is not listed in LSJ).

1 The lacuna contains the acc.pl. of a feminine noun, but it is unclear 
whether the α partly visible before the lacuna is the beginning of that noun, the 
beginning of the name of the father, or the beginning of, e.g., αὐτῆς.

2 Most probably the letters ]ω̣δου form the end of a personal name 
Ἡρ]ώ̣δου.

2. Order to Deliver

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.7; on inventory card: von Scherling G. 6.

Dimensions: 4.2 (H.) x ca 7.6 (W.) cm (including a small part at the left 
hand side that should be folded back). The top margin of the fragment is com-
pletely preserved; at the left hand side, the right hand side, and at the bottom it 
has broken off. The writing is against the fibres. The verso is blank.

Date: late V-VII CE  Provenance: ?

1 †̣ Ἡ̣ ἁγία ἐκκλησ(ία) M[ 
2        ] παράσχ(ου) τοῖς σιλ[ιγνιαρίοις? 
3        ] διὰ τὴν πρώτ(ην) τε̣τ̣[ράμηνον ? 
4  t r a c e s 
             –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –
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This fragment presumably contains an order issued by a church official 
(see l. 1n.) to deliver (παράσχ(ου), l. 2) something to the bakers (?, see l. 2n.) 
“because of the first four-month period” (see l. 3n.); the precise meaning of this 
line remains unclear. For the economic role of Christian churches in Byzantine 
Egypt in general, see E. Wipszycka, Les resources et les activités économiques 
des églises en Égypte du IVe au VIIIe siècle (Bruxelles 1972).

1 “Holy churches” are well attested in Egypt; the DDBDP (accessed 
18.2.2013) offers several dozens of texts from the Antaeopolite, Antinoopolite, 
Arsinoite, Heracleopolite, Hermopolite, and Oxyrhynchite nomes, all featur-
ing the word combination ἁγία ἐκκλησία. It is uncertain whether the word 
featuring an initial M- should be expanded to a toponym like Μ[έμφεως, or 
a personal name like M[αρτυρίου; cf. P.Oxy. 67.4617.4. Perhaps less likely is a 
restoration of the name as Μ[αρίας, see A. Papaconstantinou, “Les sanctuaires 
de la Vierge dans l’Égypte Byzantine et Omeyyade: l’apport des textes docu-
mentaires,” JJP 30 (2000) 81-94, in particular the table on p. 91, from which 
it appears that in most cases Μαρία herself is defined as ἁγία or αμα. In any 
case, it is unlikely that the M[ should be taken as the personal name of the ad-
dressee, e.g. Μ[ακαρίῳ + profession/rank], because a church is not expected to 
issue documents by itself; rather, a representative acting for the church called 
M[ is expected.

2 There is no reasonable alternative for the restoration of σιλ[ιγνιαρίοις 
(given the form of the τ elsewhere in this text, a reading στρ(ατιώταις) would 
seem less likely); for such “bakers of fine bread,” cf. E. Battaglia, Artos. Il lessico 
della panificazione nei papiri greci (Milano 1989) 172, 176, 198-199; add the 
attestations in the Wörterlisten and the online DDBDP.
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3 For the restoration of τὴν πρώτην τε̣τ̣[ράμηνον, cf. P.Ryl. 4.695.6. A 
τετράμηνον refers to period of four months (Lat. quadrimenstruum), a term 
that is common in ancient accounting practice (the DDBDP, accessed on 
18.2.2013, lists 47 instances of forms in τετράμην-).

3. Receipt for a Tax Payment

RΜΟ inv. no. F. 1942/10.8. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 20.

Dimensions 10 (H.) x 5.8 (W.) cm. At the right hand side, the upper margin 
is preserved for ca 1 cm. Moreover, at the right hand side of ll. 4 and 6-7 some 
papyrus material can be folded back. The verso is blank.

Date: Early Roman  Provenance: Oxyrhynchus

→ 
1                ]ε̣ιδ̣ . [ 
2  ].  καὶ τῆς γυν[αικὸς N.N. 
3  ] . ιτος τ̣έλο̣ς τ̣[           ὑπαρχ-     μερ- 
4             ] οἰκ(ίας) (μονο)στέ(γου) καὶ τῆς̣ [ 
5           ] .  ἐπ̣ὶ τοῦ πρὸς Ὀξ[υρύγχων πόλει Σαραπείου 
6             κ]α̣ὶ τ̣οῦ̣ γ̣έρως νεκρο[τάφων? 
7      ] . . [ . . . ]κ̣(  ) .  κα̣ὶ ̣Παμμέν[ους 
8 πέμπτου δ]εκάτου ὅ ἐστιν ε̅ ι/ τ̣ . [ 
9          Ἀσ]κ̣ληπιάδου τοῦ καὶ Ον . [ 
10        ]ετ . (  ) καὶ τῶν τέκνων αὐ(τοῦ) [ 
11     ο]υ̣ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐ(τοῦ) κα̣ὶ ̣[ 
12        ] . . . . . (  ) Καλαμαυ̣[λ 
           –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

6 νεκρο-: ν ex corr. 7 Παμμέν[ους: second -μ- ex corr.

Lines 1-5 appear to contain part of a document regarding the payment of a 
tax (cf. l. 3, τ̣έλο̣ς) on the sale of (part of) a single-storey house (cf. l. 4, οἰκ(ίας) 
(μονο)στέγ(ου)), something connected with the grave-digging trade (cf. l. 
6, γ̣έρως νεκρο[τάφων?) and part(s) of other immovables (cf. l. 8, πέμπτου 
δ]εκάτου ὅ ἐστιν ε ̅ ι/ [sc. μέρος]). The payment involved not only a man but also 
a woman (cf. l. 2, τῆς γυν[αικός, presumably the contract partner’ s wife). The 
location of the house appears to have been the Sarapis sanctuary in Oxyrhyn-
chus; cf. l. 5 and the map in J. Krüger, Oxyrhynchos in der Kaiserzeit (Frankfurt 
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1990). For similar receipts from Oxyrhynchus, see P.Oxy. 1.99.14-15 (55 CE) 
and 34.2720.2-3 (41-54 CE).

Lines 9-12 may be taken to refer to other contract parties or to a descrip-
tion of the situation of the house in question Thus in l. 9: a certain Asklepiades 
alias On-; in l. 10: children; see καὶ τῶν τέκνων αὐ(τοῦ); and in l. 11: a brother 
N.N.; cf. τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐ(τοῦ).

1 Perhaps part of a name of a contracting party in -κλείδης?

3 Readings like ]σ̣ιτος or ]γ̣ιτος seem equally possible.

6 The reading of τ̣οῦ̣ here does not seem compelling; elsewhere (ll. 9, 11) 
the scribe writes the same article differently. A search in the DDBDP (accessed 
on 18.2.2013) for a form γερως produced three texts, SB 24.16157, 16159, 
and 16162 (all from early 1st cent. BCE Hawara in the Fayum) featuring a 
word combination γέρως νεκρῶν ταριχευτῶν. As the end of the line presents 
νεκρο[, it looks probable that in our text a slightly variant wording was used, 
e.g. γέρως νεκρο[τάφων; after all, the terms, ταριχευτής and νεκροτάφος oc-
cur within the same sphere of activities; see T. Derda, “Necropolis Workers in 
Graeco-Roman Egypt in the Light of the Greek Papyri,” JJP 21 (1991) 13-36, 
esp. 19ff., 26ff. Little is known about a trade tax paid by νεκροτάφοι (cf. Derda 
29), but payment of such a tax by ταριχευταί is better attested (cf. Derda 21, n. 
43). It is remarkable that the label γέρας (“privilege, prerogative,” cf. LSJ, s.v.; 
translated as “Einkünfte” in P.Hawara Dem., p. 173; unfortunately, the term 
does not occur in P.W. Pestman’s discussion of Greek terms regarding liturgies 
and revenues in the archive of the Theban Choachytes; cf. P.Survey, p. 460) is 
found in connection with the undertaker’s trade and that after an interval of 
some 100-200 years the same term re-appears in another province of Egypt 
(cf. the provenance and date of the papyri from Hawara with the provenance 
of the fragment published here).

7 At first sight it seems attractive to assume here the description of a 
house or a workshop located in the Oxyrhynchite town quarter (ἄμφοδον) 
called Παμμένους παραδείσου (cf. Krüger, Oxyrhynchos, 85, no. 22; S. Daris, 
“I quartieri di Ossirinco: materiali e note,” ZPE 132 [2000] 211-221), but this 
is not inescapable (the masculine name Παμμένης is common enough) and, 
given the context, maybe even unlikely (burial workshops are not expected 
within the city of Oxyrhynchus). Unfortunately, it is unclear what was writ-
ten at the beginning of the line. The first traces may be taken as the remains 
of a copula ] κ̣[α]ί,̣ followed by a lacuna of ca 3-4 letters, after which I see the 
remains of a κ written in superposition, indicating an abbreviation (cf. in l. 4, 
οἰκ(ίας)). Immediately thereafter follows a character that I have not been able 
to decipher.
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8 The ζ-shaped character at the line end may be compared with the same 
letter form in l. 6, in the first character of τ̣οῦ̣, but I do not know what to expect 
here other than the word μέρος; that, however, has definitely not been written.

9 The most simple restoration of the alias-name after Ἀσ]κ̣ληπιάδου τοῦ 
καί is that of Ὀνν̣[ώφρεως, but to date this person seems unknown. For the 
reading of καί, see in particular ll. 2, 4, 7, and 10.
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12 The last letter of the abbreviated word at the beginning of this line 
may be taken as a cursive κ or ω, written on top of a ρ or a ι. Preceding that 
vertical hasta may be a λ or an α, itself preceded by a σ and with a ι squeezed 
in between; before it appears a horizontal ink trace apparently belonging to 
the higher level of a undetermined letter. Reading here an abbreviated form 
of the adjective βασιλικός does not seem inconceivable, but I fail to grasp the 
context. For personal names in Καλαμαυλ-, cf. http://www.trismegistos.org/
nam/detail.php?record=6978.

4. Fragment of a Document

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.9. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 47.

Dimensions: 2.1 (H.) x 3.3 (W.) cm. Description: light brown papyrus, text 
written by a well-trained scribe. Between ll. 3 and 4 there is some extra space, 
and it may be that in l. 4 of the text something new (a new entry?) begins. The 
verso is blank.

Date: II/III CE  Provenance: Oxyrhynchus? (cf. l. 4n.)

→ –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 ] . ευ[ . ] . [ . ] . [ 
2 ] . ιβ̅ εἰς Ἑλένην [ 
3 ]υ̣ ἀπὸ Ἀφροδείτης [ 
4 ] . ίας τῆς καὶ Εὐδ̣[ 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

The precise nature of this fragmentary text is unclear. Only the personal 
names in it deserve some attention; see ll. 2n. and 4n.

2 Maybe a payment made on the twelfth day of a month (name lost) 
to a woman called Helene (cf. BGU 9.1896.12.280). With more than 220 at-
testations in the DDBDP (accessed on 18.2.2011) the name Ἑλένη is relatively 
popular in Egypt.

3 For various localities called Ἀφροδ(ε)ίτη, see A. Calderini, Dizionario 
dei nomi geografici 1.2 (Madrid 1966) and Supplements 1-5 , s.n.

4 This looks like part of the genitive of the name of a woman from 
Oxyrhynchus, i.e. Καλπουρνία Ἡρακλεία ἡ καὶ Εὐδαμία, attested in P.Oxy. 
42.3047.2 (Oxy., 245) and 3048.11 (Oxy., 246). In view of the genitive ending 
-ίας preceding τῆς καὶ Εὐδ̣[, the names of Egyptian females provided with 
an alias-name ἡ καὶ Εὐδαιμονίς, i.e. Ταψόις, Τεφορσάις, Τεχωσοῦς or Τισόις, 
cannot be used here.
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5. Account

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.10. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 75.

Dimensions: 8 (H.) x 9.4 (W.) cm. The upper and left hand margins appear 
to have been preserved. The writing runs across the fiber direction. The verso 
presents unintelligible traces of approximately ten letters in very fine writing, 
parallel to the fibers.

Date: VII/VIII CE  Provenance: Antaeopolite nome(?)

 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 μονα(στηρι-) ἀββα Σο̣υ̣ροῦτ(ος) δ(ιὰ) ἀββα Α̣ . [ 
2 τοῦ θεοφιλ(εστάτου) μον(α)χ(οῦ) (καὶ) προεστῶ(τος) αὐτ(οῦ)  . ( . ) [ 
3 ἐλαίου (καὶ) ἑψ̣ή̣μ̣α̣τ(ος) πόλε(ως) Ἀντ(  ) δεκάτη[ς ἰνδικτίωνος 
4 ἐν εἰδ̣̣(   ) τε (καὶ) ἐν ἀπαργ(υρισμῷ) σ . (  ) ἐλαίου ξ(έστας) [n 
5 (καὶ) ἑψή(ματος) ξ(έστας) κζ εἰς πρ(ο)χ(ρείαν) μοι δ(ιὰ) τ(οῦ)  
  περιβ̣λ̣έ̣[(πτου) ΝΝ 
6 τουτέστιν ἐλαίου ξέστ(ας) δ/ (ἥμισυ), τέ[σσαρας ἥμισυ? καὶ 
7 [ . ] . [ . . . . ] .  ἑψήμ(α)τ(ος) ξέστ(ας) δ/ (ἥμισυ) τ̣ . t r a c e s [ 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –
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“(1) … the monastery of Abba Sourous, represented by Abba Ar[/Am[ …
(2) the monk beloved by God and leader thereof (i.e. of the monastery) …
(3) of oil and must of/for the city of Ant(aiou)/Ant(inoou), for the tenth 

[indiction …
(4) in commodities and also converted in money … n sextarii of oil …
(5) and of must 27 sext. for advance money to me through the very respected 

NN …
(6) i.e. 4.5 sext. of oil, f[our and a half, and …
(7) … 4.5 sext. of must …”

The fragment mentions in l. 1 the monastery of Abba Sourous, represented 
by Abba Ar-/ Am-, who seems to have been a monk and the monastery’s abbot. 
Furthermore, we find references to the commodities oil and must (l. 3; l. 4: [n] 
sextarii of oil, l. 5: 27 sextarii of must; l. 6: 4.5 sextarii. of oil; l. 7: 4.5 sextarii of 
must), while in l. 5 mention is made of a loan/payment in advance (προχρεία; 
on this term, see A. Jördens in ZPE 116 [1997] 81-84) to the scribe of the text 
(= μοι), made through a person of high standing (cf. the use of the epithet 
περιβλέπτου in the same line). The commodities may have the town named 
Antinoopolis or Antaeopolis as their origin or place of destination, and they 
seem to be for the tenth indiction.

The monastery of Apa Sourous is located in Middle Egypt, in the neigh-
borhood of the village of Aphrodite. Possibly the papyrus belongs to a dossier 
that originated in the same village (the archives of Fl. Dioskoros and Basilios/
Korrah ben Sherik come to mind), and this gives some extra interest to the 
fragment. The palaeographical character of the writing is late, i.e. it belongs 
to the eighth rather than the sixth century. For various texts from Aphrodite 
mentioning this monastery in the 6th and the 8th century, cf. below, l. 1n.

1 For Christian monasteries in Egypt in general, see P. Barison, Aegyptus 
18 (1938) 29-148, in particular 114-115 for the Middle Egyptian monastery 
of Abba Sourous. For the same monastery, see also S. Timm, Das christlich-
koptische Ägypten 3:1445-1446. It  occurs in a number of other texts from sixth-
century Byzantine Egypt, in P.Cair.Masp. 1.67087.6-7, 1.67110.9-10, 2.67133.1, 
2. 67139.6.v.3; P.Freer 1 + 2 = SB 20.14669.4, 23, 24, 31, 32, 39, 55, 61, 64, 69, 
97, 100, 116, 136, 150, 155, 162, 176, 191, 197, 204, 236, 237, 239, 242, 247, 
263, 269, 277, 285; P.Mich. 13.667.6-7, 35 and CPR 24.31.7. Except for the CPR 
text, all of these papyri belong to the well-known sixth-century archives from 
the village of Aphrodite/Aphrodito in the Antaeopolite Nome (Middle Egypt). 
There is no separate discussion of this monastery in E. Wipszycka’s Moines et 
communautés monastiques en Egypte (IVe - VIIIe siècles) (Warsaw 2009).
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Furthermore, in SB 20.15099 (early eighth century CE), ll. 10 and 278, and 
in P.Lond. 4. 1419 (early eighth century CE), ll. 288, 486, 718, 789 and 1434, 
mention is made of an ousia (“estate”) of Abba Sourous. It remains to be seen, 
however, whether this term is used there to indicate the monastery. The name 
Sourous itself is attested in Egypt predominantly from the 4th century onwards 
(see http://www.trismegistos.org/ref/ref_list.php?namvar_id=14176). Within 
this context, see also A. Papaconstantinou, Le culte des saints en Égypte (Paris 
2001) 191-192, in particular 192, sub ‘IV’ (“An Abba Sourous is mentioned in 
the Historia Monachorum, cap. 11 [ed. A. Festugière, Bruxelles 1971, pp. 89-92] 
in combination with Anoup the Confessor, with whom he also appears in in-
scriptions in Baouit”). Moreover, for a late-8th-century Coptic cleric Sourous, 
see Wipszycka’s study just referred to, p. 450 with n. 19; for more attestations 
in Coptic sources, see http://www.onb.ac.at/files/kopt_namen.pdf s.v. (p. 94).

1-2 In l. 1, Abba Ar-/Am- (the ink trace before the lacuna may belong to 
the descending hasta of a ρ or a μ) appears to be the person whose description 
is apparently continued in the second line of the fragment. If that assumption 
is correct, it follows that only a relatively small amount of text is lost in the 
lacuna at the right hand side of the papyrus. The direct combination of the 
terms μοναχóς and προεστῶς does not yet occur in other documents stored 
in the DDBDP (accessed on 18.2.2013).

3 πόλε(ως) Ἀντ(  ): resolve Ἀντ(αίου) or Ἀντ(ινόου)? For these top-
onyms, cf. the information presented by the websites www.Trismegistos.org/
Places/188 and www.Trismegistos.org/places/2274 .

4 Apparently the author of the document wrote (1) the letters ει in 
ligature, (2) drew a forward slash (/) through the iota as if he intended to 
indicate an abbreviation, and (3) decided to add a δ as yet in order to make 
the intended word less ambiguously abbreviated; εἶδος may be taken here as 
“natural product, commodity.” The way τε (καί) has been written, i.e. τε with 
a S-shaped squiggle following in ligature immediately after the ε, seems rather 
unusual. Moreover, the word combination of εἶδος τε καὶ ἀπαργυρισμός (= Lat. 
adaeratio, i.e. the conversion of the value of a commodity into an equivalent 
amount of money) is new.

It is unclear what letter was written in superposition after the σ; I have 
considered the possibility that the scribe wrote in fact ἀπαργ(υρι)σμ(  ), apply-
ing two abbreviations to one word (cf. above for ει/δ(   ) = εἶδος), but I am 
not persuaded that this is correct. Perhaps one should consider a qualifica-
tion of the oil starting in σ-. In that case the qualification σησαμίνου with the 
wording ἐλαίου ξ(έσται) comes to mind, but this qualification is found almost 
exclusively in documents from Ptolemaic Egypt (the only exception is P.Oxy. 
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36.2797.12, 3rd-4th cent. CE), and I cannot convince myself that the letter in 
superposition is in fact an eta.

5 περίβλεπτος is the honorific epithet for the person representing the 
man behind μοι (= the recipient?). While the DDBDP presents two attestations 
of the epithet in fourth-century texts (P.Harr. 1.155.1 and SB 14.11717.1, 24), 
most attestations of the title (used most often for high ranking persons, cf. O. 
Hornickel, Ehren- und Rangprädikate [diss. Giessen 1930] 31-32) date from 
the fifth century CE onwards.

6. Fragment of a Letter(?)

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.11. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 138.

Dimensions: 4 (H., measured at the right hand side) x 8.9 (W.) cm. The 
upper margin (1.1 cm) and the right hand margin (ca. 2 cm?) are preserved, the 
left hand side and the bottom have broken off. The writing of line 3 may have 
been written by a different hand. The verso presents ends of seven lines written 
parallel to the fibers, each individual line counting four or less letters of a text 
that cannot be further identified. The relation between the text on the recto 
and the text on the verso is unknown; in particular, it is uncertain whether the 
hands on each side are identical with each other. In fact, the text transcribed 
below may be the postscript to a text that originally started on the other side; 
for receiving this postscript a papyrus sheet would have been turned 90°.

Date: Roman period  Provenance: ?

→ 
1             ]μ̣ε ἐκ τῆς σῆς ῥᾳθυμίας 
2 ] . ν πρὸς ἐμαυτὸν ἐπὶ τὴν κώμην̣ 
3 (m.2?) ] . σ̣υναππ̣ο̣ν κ . λέξειν t r a c e s 
4                  ] t r a c e s 
  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

The preserved terminology suggests a letter in which something is sup-
posed (not?) to have happened “because of your indifference” (l. 1, ἐκ τῆς σῆς 
ῥᾳθυμίας). In l. 2 we find a reference “to myself to the village”; it looks as if 
the scribe first mistakenly wrote εατον, then corrected this into εαυτον and 
in second instance, noticing his mistake, inserted a supralinear μ somewhat 
carelessly. The alternative would be to suppose that instead of a supralinear μ 
one should read on top of the ε a spiritus asper (which is also somewhat prob-
lematical). The precise reading of l. 3 (for the counting of various hands in this 
text, see above, the description of the verso) is problematic; instead of -π̣ο̣ν one 
may also try a reading -τ̣ω̣ν, but this is as uninformative as the present reading. 
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7. Fragment of a Text of Unknown Character

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.12. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 187. 

Dimensions: 15 (H.) x 5 (W., at the top of the vertical strip) cm. Top margin 
2.5, left hand margin 1, right hand margin ca 1-1.5 cm. At the top, a vertical 
fold is visible at approximately 1.7 cm from the left hand margin. Probably all 
lines are damaged at the beginning. Some papyrus material appears to be cov-
ering the surface before the start of the transcript of ll. 1-2. The verso is blank.

Date: III/II BCE  Provenance: ?

→ 
1            ] . . ενο . . . . . 
2      ?χα]ίρειν κ . . . 
3            ] . ε . πιση 
4          τ]ὴ̣ν̣ κρίσιμ̣ 
5            ]σ . πως 
6            ] . ωδε 
7            ] . ιμα 
8            ] . κο̣ 
9          α]υτ̣η 
10            ] . [ . ]ενε 
11            ]σ̣το̣ καὶ 
12            ]ν τους 
13            ]καιοι 
14  ] . . αν 
15  ]ν̣ μη
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Too little is preserved to allow us to establish the precise nature of this 
fragment: is it some sort of letter or petition (cf. the form ?χα]ίρειν restored in l. 
2)? Before a proper edition can be undertaken, the papyrus should be properly 
restored; some material is obscuring parts of ll. 1-2.

8. Fragment of a Text of Unknown Character

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.14. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 190.

Dimensions: 9.2 (H.) x 2.5 (W.) cm. The bottom margin measures 3 cm. 
The verso is blank. The writing is with the fibres.

Date: II/early III CE  Provenance: ?

  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1  ] . . . [ 
2  ] . σ .  |  χ . [ 
3  ] . πιος δ . . [ 
4  ] . . π̣ος (δρ.) φξ[ 
5  ] . ων ἐπιδη̅(  ) [ 
6  ] ἐ̣ξ αὐτῶν̣ [ 
7  ] . . . [ . ]ο(  ) δ . . [ 
8  ] . ς̣ ειναι α . . [ 
9      Καίσα]ρος το(ῦ) κυρίου 
10  ] . [ . ] . υτ(  ) 
Space for 1 line 
11 (m.2)] Καίσαρος τ̣ο̣[ῦ κυρίου 
12  ]τ̣ιακο(  ) . . [

The precise nature of this text is uncertain. Line 4 mentions an amount of 
560+? drachmas, hence the text could, e.g., be part of a dated receipt (cf. the 
remains of imperial titulature in ll. 9, 11).

5 Perhaps an abbreviation of ἐπιδη(μία), “visit” (esp. of a high-ranking 
authority such as the prefect of Egypt or even the emperor himself), but alter-
natives such as ἐπὶ δη(μοσίων) cannot be ruled out.
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9. Fragment of a Text of Unknown Character

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.16. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 204.

Dimensions: 9.3 (H.) x 3.5 (W.) cm. The bottom margin measures 3.8 cm. 
The other side of the papyrus features some vague ink traces, but for most part 
it looks blank. 

Date: I BCE/I CE   Provenance: ?

 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1        ] . . πα̣ν̣ . [ 
2        ] . δρ̣ισμαν̣[ 
3 πρὸ]ς τὸν διαλογ̣ι[̣σμὸν 
4 ἀναλ]ώ̣μ̣ατα κριθῆς [ 
5          ] . λευτην δου . [ 
6      Κ]υνοπ̣ολ(  ) . . . . [

1 Read πα̣ν̣τ̣[ or πα̣ν̣ with a space filler after the ν, or a ν provided with 
a connecting stroke linking this letter to the following letter?

2 Reading -δρ̣ισμον[ seems impossible. Maybe word division should be 
applied between ] . δρ̣ις and μαν̣[.

3 διαλογ̣ι[̣σμόν: this may be a reference to the conventus held by the 
prefect of Egypt, on which see N. Lewis, “The Prefect’s Conventus: Proceedings 
and Procedures,” BASP 18 (1981) 119-129 (with bibliography).

4 Probably an amount of barley expressed in artabas vel sim.

5 The ending in -λευτην represents a form like τελευτην or βουλευτην, 
followed by a form of δουλ̣[ος, δουν̣[αι or something similar. The letter after 
the υ seems intentionally covered by ink (indicating a correction?).

6 In this line, containing a reference to Kynopolis, the Kynopolite nome, 
or the ethnicon related to this, the precise reading of the last four letters is 
problematical. They may be read as (e.g.) πτοι, with a ι written on top of the 
initial π , but I cannot determine what is meant by that.
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10. Part of a Private Letter(?)

RMO inv. no. F. 1942/10.17. On inventory card von Scherling G. 217.

Dimensions: 6.5 (H.) x 9 (W.) cm. There are no margins preserved. The 
writing runs parallel with the fibers. The first line is formed by a small, appar-
ently separate piece of papyrus material featuring three ink traces; maybe it 
does not belong to this text. The verso is blank.

Date: VI/VII CE  Provenance: ?

→ –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 ] . . . [ 
2 ] . . . . ρ̣μο̣ν̣ κα̣ι ̣ t r a c e s   [ 
3 ] δ̣ια̣θεσ̣εις ἀεί ποτε εὐ̣εργετεῖν̣ κ̣α̣ὶ ̣[ 
4 το]ὺς κατεχομένους παρακαλῶ[ 
5 ] . . ἐπ̣ινεῦσαι πρὸς ἔλα̣ιον τη . [ 
6 τ]ῇ εἱρκτῇ πρὸ πολλοῦ χρόν̣[ου 
7  ἀδ]υ̣ν̣αμίαν τὴν ἐ̣μ̣ὲ ἔχουσ̣α̣[ν 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –
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“… (4) I request/requesting that those who are being held … to nod as-
sent for oil? … in prison a long time ago … inability that has me in its grip …”

3 At the line’s beginning, at first I considered reading -θελ̣εις, but the 
reading διαθεσ̣εις seems inescapable. Given the lack of context it remains un-
certain what is meant here precisely. It is conceivable that the spelling of the 
ending in -εις is influenced by iotacism and that the scribe intended a phrase 
in which an abstract noun διάθεσις was used for addressing a correspondent, 
e.g. εἴωθεν ἡ ὑμετέρα ἀδελφικὴ διάθεσις ἀεί ποτε εὐεργετεῖν.

- ἀεί ποτε is a standing word combination in particular in P.Cair.Masp. 
1.67097.31,48,60, 1.67120.11, 2.67151.135, 2.67167.56,59,67, 2.67169.30, 
3.67169bis.73, 3.67295.13, and 3.67309.31.

4 Παρακαλῶ (1st p. sg. praes. act.) or παρακαλῶ[ν (part.praes.act.) are 
both possible.

5 ἐ̣π̣ινεῦσαι: cf. LSJ s.v.: “to nod to” (token of approval, assent).

6 εἱρκτῇ: the term εἱρκτή (“prison”) occurs to date in 16 papyri ranging 
between 186 BCE and 640 CE. On prisons in Egypt in general, see S. Torallas 
Tovar, “Arresto y encarcelamiento en el Egipto romano tardío y bizantino,” in 
S. Torallas Tovar and I Pérez Martín (eds.), Castigo y reclusión en el mundo 
antiguo (Madrid 2003) 207-221; eadem, “Violence in the Process of Arrest 
and Imprisonment in Late Antique Egypt,” in H.A. Drake (ed.), Violence in 
Late Antiquity: Perceptions and Practices (Burlington, VT, and Aldershot 2006) 
103-112; J.-U. Krause, Gefängnisse im Römischen Reich (Stuttgart 1996), and 
the review of this monograph by Kai Ruffing in BJbb 198 (1998 [2001]) 533-
537; A. Marcone, “La carcerazione nell’Egitto tardoantico,” in C. Bertrand-
Dagenbach, A. Chauvot, J.-M. Salamito, and D. Vaillancourt (eds.), Carcer II. 
Prison et privation de liberté dans l’Empire romain et l’Occident médiéval (Paris 
2006) 41-52.

7 In documentary papyri, the noun ἀδυναμία, “inability” is rare; for a 
similar use of it as in our text, see P.Oxy. 12.1469.5.

11. Fragment of Uncertain Character

RMO inv. no. F. 1948/3.1. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 162.

Dimensions: 7 (H.) x 6 (W.) cm. The fragment is broken at the top and 
the left hand and right hand sides. There is a bottom margin of 3.5 cm. The 
verso is blank.
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Date: II/I BCE  Provenance: ?

   –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 ]τ̣ας χ . [ 
2 ] .  α̣δ . . . [ 
3 ]ππον̣ [     ] . [ 
4  τ]ὰς χρείας  .  ρ . [

Comparing l. 4, τ]ὰς χρείας, one may read in l. 1 the same word, but there 
the remains of the letter following the χ- are not easily matched with a ρ. In l. 
3, one may be dealing with part of ι]ππον, i.e. the acc. of the noun itself or of 
a compound personal name containing this element, such as Φίλιππος. In l. 
4, the nature of these χρείαι (compare LSJ s.v. χρεία, I: “need, want,” II: “busi-
ness,” III: “use,” IV: “familiarity, intimacy”) remains unclear. If one could read 
thereafter ε̣ρρ̣[, i.e. some form like ἐρρ[ῶσο vel sim. one might be dealing with 
the end of a private letter.

12. List of Names(?)

RMO inv. no. F.1948/3.2. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 5.

The frame contains 2 fragments with the dimensions (Fr.1): 31.7 (H.) x 8.7 
(W.) and (Fr. 2): 29.5 (H.) x 6.2 (W.) cm. On the basis of palaeographical crite-
ria the papyrus may be assigned to the late Ptolemaic or early Roman period. 
The provenance of the papyrus within Egypt is unknown (but see below).The 
largest fragment (no. 1) contains on the verso a list of often much damaged 
personal names, ca 28 lines, with traces of an extra line in the upper margin. 
In l. 5 from the top and in ll. 4-6 from the bottom one can read Σοκoμῆνις, a 
variant of Σοκμῆνις; according to TM/People (see www.trismegistos.org/ref/
index.php), this name (= Nam_id 1130) occurs almost exclusively in the Fa-
yum. On the second line from the bottom one can read the rare name Ποίλις 
(attested only in BGU 4.1208.2.19, from 27-26 BCE), on the third from the 
bottom the well known name Στοτοῆτις, and on the seventh line from the bot-
tom: Φαμῆνις, likewise Fayumic names. The smaller fragment (no. 2) features 
the form Μαρρέους, genitive of the (mostly Fayumic) personal name Μαρρῆς. 
The recto of both fragments contains much damaged remains of an account 
that is partially covered by traces of plaster, maybe the remnants of some form 
of mummy cartonage. The present state of the papyrus (with parts of the text 
covered by, plaster, dirt and/or stray papyrus fibers) does not allow me to pro-
duce a complete and satisfactory edition; before that task can be executed, the 
text should be restored by a competent conservator.
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13. Fragment of a Contract

RMO inv. no. F. 1948/3.3. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 28.

Dimensions: ca. 8 (H.) x 6.6 (W.) cm. Three vertical folds are still visible 
(the first folds counted from the left are ca 1.7 cm apart) while the left hand 
side of the papyrus is clearly broken on a fold. The verso of the papyrus is blank.

Date: II CE   Provenance: ?

→   –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1   ] . π̣ε̣λ̣(  ) [ ] .  [ ] . . [ 
2   ] .  καὶ λημ̣[ ca. 5-6 ] π̣ρ̣όσγ̣ρ̣αφον καὶ οὐ̣δεν[ 
3 [τὸν ἐν κεφαλαίωι?] καὶ κ̣ατ’ ἄνδρα λ̣όγον τ̣ῶν διαγραφόν- 
4 [των  ]τῆρα̣ π[άν]τα καί σοι ̣τῶι Διδύμωι . [ . ] 
5             ] . . [ ]νδε[ . . ]φανωι ε . ο̣ν̣τι ἃ προσ̣θέντα̣ [ 
6   ]ω̣ν̣, ἐμο̣ῦ̣ λαμβάνον[τος] παρὰ σο̣ῦ̣ [ 
7 [ὑπὲρ     ]μου κατὰ μῆνα ἕκαστον ἀργυρίου [ 
8 [δραχμὰς     n    καὶ ὑ]πὲρ κατανδρογραφίας τῆς μόνης [ 
9   ἀ]ργυρ̣ίο̣̣υ̣ δραχμὰς τρ[ι]ακοσίας ἑξήκοντ(α) [ 
10 [καὶ ἀπέχειν? ] ἐκ προδόματος  . . . . ου̣ ἀπὸ τῶν προκιμένων [ 
11 [δραχμῶν ἀργυρί]ου δραχμ̣ὰ̣ς ἕκ̣ατον ἑξήκ̣οντα, (γίν.) (δρ.) ρξ [ 
12   ]ων . . . [ . ]μ[ε]νον ἐπ̣ὶ ̣τὰ διαστρώμα- 
13 [τα       ] . ωμα[ . . ]παρ . [ . . . ] . . . . σοι . . . . [ 
14    ] . . [ ] . . ν̣ ἁπλῶς [  
15           ]και ε . [ . . ]σ[ 
    –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – –  –  –

10 προκειμένων

The precise subject of this small fragment of a contract is uncertain. One 
gets the impression that it is a kind of labor contract between two parties, (1) 
a man Didymos (cf. l. 4) who seems to have been the person who ordered 
some task to be executed, and (2) an anonymous male person who accepted 
to receive some money in return for his labor; ll. 6 - 11 can be interpreted as 
containing stipulations concerning the monthly payment of wages to, e.g., a 
professional scribe, ἐμο̣ῦ̣ λαμβάνον[τος] παρὰ σο̣ῦ̣ | [ὑπὲρ μισθοῦ/ὀψωνίου] 
μου, “while I receive from you for my wages,” or less likely a monthly payment 
of extra clothing expenses (restore in l. 7 ὑπὲρ ἱματισ]μοῦ?). Line 8 may refer 
to an extra duty in the form of compiling lists of men (κατανδρογραφία), etc. 
While the position of ll. 12-15 within a contract with a scribe is unclear, ter-
minology like διαστρώματα (ll. 12-13), “abstracts of title-deeds” registered in 
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the βιβλιοθήκη ἐγκτήσεων, can also be linked to the activity of a professional 
scribe. Likewise, in the opening lines of the fragment one finds terminology 
that also suggests scribes and their activity, cf. l. 2 π̣ρ̣όσγ̣ρ̣αφον, and ll. 3-4, ] 
καὶ κ̣ατ’ ἄνδρα λ̣όγον τ̣ῶν διαγραφόν-|[των …; see the commentary below.

2 Given the lacuna in the center of ca. 5-6 letters it seems conceivable 
that we may restore here something like λήμ[ψομαι] πρόσγραφον, “I shall get 
a receipt.” At line end, the papyrus seems to feature some blank surface before 
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the edge of the papyrus, preventing a reading οὐ̣δέν[α]. Therefore, it is impos-
sible to link οὐ̣δέν (neuter) with λ̣όγον (acc.masc.) in l. 3.

3 Cf. P.Laur. 3.86.6-7: μ[η]νιαῖα ἐ[πὶ] κ̣[εφ]α̣λ̣α̣ίο̣̣υ̣ (read ἐ[ν], perhaps 
followed by κ̣[εφ]α̣λ̣α̣ίω̣̣ι ̣ [cf. BGU 1.64.5, 2.529.5, 2.534.5 (=W.Chr. 191), 
3.835.5, 3.981.7-8, 11.2076.5-6; P.Amh. 2.69.10; P.Berl.Leihg. 1.4.r.2.3 et alibi]?) 
καὶ κατ’ ἄνδ̣ρα τῶν ἀπὸ διαφόρω[ν φο]ρ̣έ ̣τ̣[ρ]ων.

4 Rather than separating the letters ]τηρ and reading thereafter ἅ̣π[αν]-
τα, probably the term στα]τῆρα needs to be supplied (for various reasons, 
terms like σωτῆρα, ψυκτῆρα, χαρακτῆρα, σιτηρᾷ, or ζυτηρᾷ do not seem to fit 
in the context). In the second part of the line, the character following Διδύμωι 
features a vertical hasta at its left hand side.

5 A search in the DDBDP for φανω shows that most probably one 
should restore here a dative form like στε]φάνωι/Στε]φάνωι, ὀρ]φανῶι, or 
ῥα]φάνωι (the alternative is the first person singular aorist subjunctive of the 
verb φαίνω, i.e. φανῶ, but that form obviously does not fit). Read thereafter 
ἑλ̣όντι or ἔχ̣οντι?

6-7 These lines clearly present stipulations concerning the monthly pay-
ment of wages (e.g. to a teacher) or clothing expenses (restore in l. 7: ὑπὲρ 
μισθοῦ/ὀψωνίου] μου or ὑπὲρ ἱματισ]μοῦ.

- For ἐμο̣ῦ̣ λαμβάνον[τος] compare the same wording in P.Oxy. 
51.3641.14 and P.Stras. 4.218.10.

8 This line may refer to an extra duty in the form of compiling lists of men 
(κατανδρογραφία) etc. I owe the reading of the (new) word κατανδρογραφίας 
to my colleague Dieter Hagedorn.

- As the noun μoνή = “monastery” is found only in documents from 
the 4th century CE onwards, one is probably dealing with the gen.sg. of the 
adjective μόνος (masc.)/μόνη (fem.).

9-11 Obviously the total amount to be paid is 360+ drachmas, from 
which 160 dr. are now deducted for an advance payment (cf. ἐκ προδόματος, l. 
10; a further textual element was added above the line, but this is now virtually 
illegible; perhaps π̣[α]ρ̣ὰ [σ]οῦ?). The infinitive ἀπέχειν should be constructed 
with a (lost) verb ὁμολογῶ.
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14. List of Documents

RMO inv. no. F.1948/3.5. On inventory card: von Scherling G. 32.

Dimensions: ca 13 (H.) x 9.3 (W.) cm. Upper margin 2, left hand margin 
approximately 2 cm. Color of the papyrus: dark brown. A horizontal crack has 
dislodged part of the text of l. 3. The verso of the papyrus is blank.

Date: VI CE  Provenance: ?

→ 
1 (Staurogram) Γνῶσ(ις) γραμμάτ(ων) γε . [ 
2 Χ(ει)ρ(όγραφον) Μακουρευς Παύ̣λου καὶ Π . [ 
3 Χ(ει)ρ(όγραφον) Η̣λου Μωσῆτος καὶ [ 
4  διὰ τ(οῦ) α̣ὐ̣τ(οῦ) ὑπ(ὲρ) λοιπάδ(ος) [ 
5 Χ(ει)ρ(όγραφον) Πρωοῦς πρεσβυτερ(ο-) καὶ αν̣[ 
6 Χ(ει)ρ(όγραφον) [  ]Φοιβά̣[μμωνος  
7 [    ] . [ 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – –  –  ––  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – –  –

1 γραμματSτS Pap.
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Apparently the beginning of a list of letters; cf. l. 1: γνῶσ(ις) γραμμάτ(ων). 
The content of the various letters is not further indicated. The author of the 
text is incorrect in writing in ll. 2 and 5, after the word χ(ει)ρ(όγραφον) (LSJ: 
“manuscript note”), the individual names of the authors of the documents 
in the nominative (Μακουρευς, Πρωοῦς), where genitives would have been 
expected.

1 I assume that the double combination of τ + abbreviation curve (τSτS) 
indicates, as so often, the plural ending of the preceding γραμμα-, rather than 
that the second τS, taken in isolation, indicates an abbreviated article τ(ῶν).

- At line end, supply something like γεγ̣[ραμμένων, γεν̣[ομένων, or 
γεω̣[ργῶν?

2 A personal name Μακουρευς (one would expect a genitive 
Μακουρεως) does not seem to occur in the DDBDP (accessed on 20.8.2010), 
the Wörterlisten, or in TM/People. An entry ⲙⲁⲕⲟⲩⲣⲉ, however, appears in 
M. Hasitzka’s Koptischer Namenbuch (see http://www.onb.ac.at/files/kopt_na-
men.pdf), p. 58 (only from SBCopt. 3.1413.3)

3 Read Η̣λου (for Ἡ̣λ<ί>ου?) or Κ̣λου (an apparently as yet unattested 
name)?

- A genitive Μωσῆτος is not yet attested, while a genitive Μουσῆτος 
occurs sixteen times in the DDBDP. As from a palaeographical point of view 
the reading Μωσῆτος seems preferable, one must conclude that we are dealing 
with another case of the well-known interchange between -ου-/-ω-.

5 The personal name Πρωοῦς is attested at least twelve times in the 
DDBDP; in the present context one expects a genitive Πρωοῦτος. Should one 
supply the nominative πρεσβύτερ(ος) or the genitive πρεσβυτέρ(ου)?

- Should one read either a personal name in Αν̣[ or some form of the 
noun ἀν̣[αγνώστης?



Zwei Aufträge zur Ausstellung 
von Kopfsteuerquittungen

Dieter Hagedorn Köln

Abstract
Edition of P.Tebt. 2.519 and re-edition of P.Tebt. 2.348, two instruc-
tions to issue poll tax receipts.

Bei der Beschäftigung mit frühen Zeugnissen für die Kopfsteuer im rö-
mischen Ägypten1 wurde ich auf P.Tebt. 2.519 aufmerksam, einen Text, den 
die Herausgeber nicht im Wortlaut mitgeteilt, sondern nur folgendermaßen 
beschrieben haben (S. 316): „12.2 x 20.7 cm. Receipt for 8 drachmae ῥυπαροῦ 
ἀργυρίου paid for λαογραφία on Pharmouthi 21 of the fortieth year of Augu-
stus, and subsequently for 20 drachmae paid on the Thoth 21 of the forty-first 
year (A.D. 11). Nearly complete. 6 lines.“ Da seit einiger Zeit eine digitale 
Abbildung des Papyrus im Internet zur Verfügung gestellt wird,2 entschloß 
ich mich, diese zu konsultieren, und machte dabei zwei interessante Feststel-
lungen: Sehr schnell sah ich, daß es sich nicht um eine Steuerquittung im 
eigentlichen Sinne handelt, sondern vielmehr um den Auftrag an einen Se-
kretär (χειριστής), eine solche Quittung auszufertigen. Auf der Suche nach 
anderen Beispielen für derartige Aufträge fand ich sodann, daß P.Tebt. 2.348 
aus dem Jahre 23/4 n.Chr. hierzu eine sehr enge Parallele darstellt, die dersel-
be Auftraggeber wie in P.Tebt. 2.519 demselben Sekretär ausgestellt hat; auch 
in diesem Fall hatten die Herausgeber die Eigenart des Textes, den sie unter 
dem Titel „Receipt (?) for Poll-tax“ veröffentlichten, nicht verstehen können, 
da ihnen die richtige Ergänzung einiger Lücken an für die Interpretation ent-

1 Zum Thema allgemein vgl. nur S.L. Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to 
Diocletian, Princeton 1938, bes. Kap. VIII, „The Poll-tax in Roman Egypt“, S. 116-134 
mit den Anmerkungen auf S. 406-418 (zu dem hier neu edierten P.Tebt. 2.348 s. dort auf 
S. 414); D. Rathbone, Egypt, Augustus and Roman Taxation, Cahiers du Centre Gustave 
Glotz 4 (1993) 81-112, bes. „Tributum capitis and the provincial census“, S. 86-99. Eine 
Liste der bis etwa 1979 veröffentlichten Kopfsteuerquittungen aus dem Arsinoites hat 
Cl. Gallazzi in O.Tebt.Pad. 1, S. 5-11 zusammengestellt.

2 S. hierzu das HGV.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 39-47
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scheidenden Stellen ohne die Hilfe der (von ihnen nicht erkannten) Parallele 
unmöglich war. Eine gemeinsame Edition beider Papyri scheint mir geboten.3

1

P.Tebt. 2.519 Tebtynis nach (?) 19. Sept. 11 n.Chr.

Der Text ist, ebenso wie die Parallele P.Tebt. 2.348, quer zu den Fasern be-
schrieben.

 [Ἀ]κουσίλ(αος) Μύσθ(ῃ) χειριστ(ῇ) χέρ(ειν). προοῦ σύμβ̣ολ(ον) 
 [ . . . . .] . . (  ) β̣ . . (  ) λαογρα(φίας) Τε̣β̣τ̣ύ(νεως) τοῦ τεσαιρ̣ακ̣ο(στοῦ) 
 (ἔτους) Καίσαρος Σ̣ε̣β̣(αστοῦ) ἀργυρ(ίου) ῥυπ(αροῦ) (δρ.) ὀκτώι,  
  (γίνονται) ῥυπ(αροῦ) (δρ.) η. 
 (ἔτους) μ Καίσαρος Φαρμοῦθ(ι) κ̅α̅. 
5 καὶ τῇ κ̅α̅ τοῦ Θὼθ τοῦ μα (ἔτους) Καίσαρος Σαβαστοῦ̣ 
 ἀργυρίου ῥυπ(αροῦ) δραχμὰς εἴκουσ⟨ι⟩, (γίνονται) (δρ.) κ.

1  lies χαίρειν 2  lies τεσσαρακοστοῦ 3  lies ὀκτώ 5  lies Σεβαστοῦ 
6 lies εἴκοσι

,,Akusilaos dem Sekretär Mysthes Grüße. Stelle aus an ---, den Amtsdie-
ner (?), eine Quittung für Kopfsteuer von Tebtynis für das vierzigste Jahr von 
Caesar Augustus über acht Silberdr. brutto, macht 8 Dr. brutto. Im 40. Jahr 
Caesars, am 21 Pharmuthi.

Und am 21. Thoth des 41. Jahres von Caesar Augustus zwanzig Silber-
drachmen brutto, macht 20 Dr.“

1 Der χειριστής Mysthes ist außer in der Parallele P.Tebt. 2.348 (25. Apr. 
24 n.Chr.) auch in P.Tebt. 2.349 (30. Mai 28 n.Chr.) erwähnt; dagegen läßt sich 
Akusilaos, der Auftraggeber und vermutlich auch Vorgesetzte des χειριστής, 
andernorts nicht sicher dingfest machen. Man wird wohl nicht fehlgehen, in 
ihm einen τραπεζίτης zu vermuten, vgl. den Exkurs I zu BGU 20.2851 (im 
Druck): „Die Rolle der χειρισταί bei der Steuererhebung im 1./2. Jh. n.Chr.“. 
Dennoch wird man ihn mit dem gleichnamigen Bankier, der in P.Col. 10.250.2-
3 (Philadelpheia; 5. Apr. 43 n.Chr.) erwähnt wird, wegen des beträchtlichen 
zeitlichen Abstandes kaum identifizieren wollen.

3 Ich bedanke mich sehr herzlich bei Todd Hickey, der mir per E-Mail vom 4. Novem-
ber 2008 freundlicherweise die Erlaubnis zur Veröffentlichung beider Stücke erteilt hat.
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2 [ . . . . .] . . (   )  β̣ .  .  (   ): Für diese Stelle habe ich keine befriedigende 
Lesung gefunden. Es ist hierzu die Parallele in P.Tebt. 2.348.2-3 zu vergleichen, 
wo Παεῦς | Σουν̣εὺς βο̣η̣(θός) transkribiert worden war, wo jetzt jedoch, da 
deutlich geworden ist, daß es sich in beiden Fällen um die Nennung der Person 
handeln muß, für welche der χειριστής Mysthes eine Quittung ausstellen soll, 
ein Dativ gefordert ist, am Ende also – sofern die Lesung überhaupt zutrifft –  
βο̣η̣(θῷ) (zu weiteren Details vgl. unten bei der Neuedition von P.Tebt. 2.348). 
Ebenso könnte – mit noch größerer Unsicherheit – auch hier am Ende gelesen 
werden; jedenfalls ist ein Beta durchaus vertretbar; von dem, was folgt, sind 
nur minimale Spuren sichtbar, aber daß nach 1-2 Buchstaben durch einen ho-

P. Tebt. 2.519
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hen kurzen waagerechten Strich eine Abkürzung angezeigt war, ist sicher. Man 
muß jedoch konstatieren, daß auch in P.Tebt. 2.348.3 βο̣η̣( ) zweifelhaft bleibt; 
insbesondere das η̣ überzeugt nicht recht (es käme u. a. auch ein υ̣ in Betracht, 
so daß man z.B. an βο̣υ̣κ̣(όλῳ) denken könnte), und man fragt sich, um was für 
einen βοηθός es sich gehandelt haben könnte. Wie dem auch sei: Die mögliche 
Übereinstimmung am Ende legt die Frage nahe, ob auch die Namen davor 
identisch sein könnten. Die Antwort darauf ist ein klares Nein, denn für beide 
Namen (Παεῦς Σουν̣εύς) reicht hier der Platz keinesfalls aus. Allenfalls könnte 
man an ein anfangs sehr breit geschriebenes [Παε]ῦ̣τ̣(ι) denken.

- τεσαιρ̣ακ̣ο(στοῦ): Der Papyrus kann nicht einfach τεσαρακ̣ο(στοῦ) 
haben, denn zwischen dem ersten α und dem ρ ist noch eine deutliche Senk-
rechte zu erkennen; intendiert war offenbar τεσερακ̣ο(στοῦ). Vgl. auch SB 
20.14070.13-14 (Mitte 2. Jh. n.Chr.): τεσσαι|ρακω`ν´τα.

3 Σ̣ε̣β̣(αστοῦ): Alle Buchstaben sind nur defekt erhalten, entsprechend 
unsicher ist die Lesung, doch vgl. unten Z. 5 mit dem Kommentar. Über dem 
angenommenen β̣ steht zum Zeichen der Abkürzung ein kurzer waagerechter 
Strich.

- ἀργυρ(ίου) ῥυπ(αροῦ): Vgl. auch Z. 6. Der vorliegende Text und die 
Parallele P.Tebt. 2.348 sind – soweit ich sehe – neben SB 20.14142 (7. Mai 
155) die einzigen Belege dafür, daß im Zusammenhang mit einer λαογραφία-
Zahlung im Arsinoites von ἀργύριον ῥυπαρόν gesprochen wird. In den oberä-
gyptischen Ostraka ist dies hingegen die Regel und ist im Arsinoites gelegent-
lich auch für Syntaximon bezeugt, s. z.B. SB 16.12238.4, 11, 19 (76-78 n.Chr.), 
12332.26 (27. Okt. 66) und SB 20. 14381.5 (17. Sept. 54). Es wird hiermit aus-
gedrückt, daß die Zahlung inklusive aller Zuschläge erfolgt ist, s. K. Maresch, 
Bronze und Silber, Opladen 1996, S. 123 mit Zitat dieses Texts als des frühesten 
bekannten Zeugnisses. Er sieht darin einen Beweis für die Existenz der Pros-
diagraphomena unter Augustus. – ῥυπαρός wird in diesem Kontext fast immer 
abgekürzt; die Auflösung ῥυπ(αροῦ), d. h. mit Bezug auf ἀργυρίου, wird durch 
SB 16.12332.26 und O.Wilck. 1388.3 gestützt, wo ῥυπαρο(ῦ) steht (beide am 
Photo im Internet überprüfbar); dagegen steht ῥυπαράς (sc. δραχμάς) ausge-
schrieben in BGU 1.214.12.

4 Das Datum entspricht dem 16. April 11 n.Chr.

5 Das Datum entspricht dem 19. Sept. 11 n.Chr.

- Die Lesung Σαβαστοῦ̣ (lies Σεβαστοῦ) scheint mir sicher. Der Wechsel 
von ε zu α ist zwar nicht selten (s. Gignac, Grammar 1, S. 283-285), doch muß er 
hier nicht notwendigerweise phonetisch begründet sein, sondern kann ein rei-rei-
nes Versehen des Schreibers sein, der den in der zweiten Silbe zu erwartenden 
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Vokal schon in der ersten Silbe vorweggenommen hat; derselbe Fehler liegt 
vermutlich auch in SB 14.11650.1 ]ουσαβ̣αστου ιδ (ἔτους) vor (vgl. den kri-
tischen Apparat; Mitte 2. Jh. n.Chr.), und auch in P.Oxy. 17.2109.57 druckt die 
Edition Σαβαστῶν mit der Richtigstellung Σεβαστῶν im kritischen Apparat.4

Octavian erhielt den Ehrennamen Augustus am 16. Januar 27 v.Chr., doch 
hat dieser sich in Ägypten in den offiziellen Titulaturen kaum niedergeschla-
gen, am ehesten noch in längeren Formeln wie Καῖσαρ Αὐτοκράτωρ Θεοῦ υἱὸς 
Ζεὺς ἐλευθέριος Σεβαστός usw.5 Die Verbindung Καῖσαρ Σεβαστός scheint 
ansonsten als Titulatur für Augustus nicht sicher belegt zu sein.6 Bureth führt 
zwar dafür zwei Belege an, nämlich P.Berl.Möller 7 (= SB 4.7344 = C.Pap.Jud. 
2.412), Z. 26, wo mit einer von Schubart vorgeschlagenen Lesung (ἔτους) λη ̣ 
Καίσαρος Σεβ(αστοῦ) [ ] steht (anstelle des ursprünglich gelesenen Καίσαρος 
Θ̣εο̣[ῦ; vgl. BL 2.2:134), und P.Aberd. 53 Fr. ii 21-22, wo (ἔτους) μ̅ Καίσαρος 
Σεβαστοῦ | [---] η gedruckt wurde. Beide Zeugnisse sind jedoch von P.J. Sij-
pesteijn in ZPE 40 (1980) 130 bestritten worden. Für den ersten Text bestätigt 
er zwar die Lesung σ̣ε̣β̣[ 1-2 ], sieht darin aber den abgekürzten Ehrenmo-
natsnamen Σεβαστός (= Θώθ), also Σ̣ε̣β̣(αστοῦ), gefolgt in der Lücke von 
einem anzunehmenden Tagesdatum (= BL 8:63). Vom zweiten berichtet er: 
„Σεβαστοῦ is simply not there“ (= BL 8:1). Sijpesteijns Vorschlag für P.Berl.
Möller 7 ist aber nur auf den ersten Blick gut: Denn ob der Monatsname schon 
unter Augustus eingeführt wurde, ist fraglich,7 und außerdem wäre μηνὸς 

4 Die Abbildung im Internet erlaubt m. E. jedoch beide Lesungen, Σαβαστῶν und 
Σεβαστῶν.

5 Vgl. dazu P. Bureth, Les Titulatures impériales dans les papyrus, les ostraca et les 
inscriptions d’Égypte (30 a.C. - 284 p.C.), Bruxelles 1964, S. 24; C. Balconi, Documenti 
greci e latini d’Egitto di età augustea, Aegyptus 56 (1976) 208-286, bes. II. „Datazioni. 
Titolature di Augusto“, S. 213-215; F. Herklotz, Prinzeps und Pharao. Der Kult des 
Augustus in Ägypten (Oikumene. Studien zur antiken Weltgeschichte 4), Frankfurt 
2007, S. 244-263; S. Scheuble, Inschriften aus Schedia, Chiron 39 (2009) 463-503, hier 
476-477; S. Pfeiffer, Der römische Kaiser und das Land am Nil. Kaiserverehrung und 
Kaiserkult in Alexandria und Ägypten von Augustus bis Caracalla (30 v.Chr. - 217 
n.Chr.), Stuttgart 2010, S. 55-57. Die Verwendung von Σεβαστός in der Zeit nach Au-
gustus’ Tod behandelt J. Whitehorne, The Divine Augustus as Θεὸς Καῖσαρ and Θεὸς 
Σεβαστός, Anal. Papyrol. 3 (1991) 19-26.

6 S. zu der Problematik schon C. Balconi, Sulla datazione di due papiri, ZPE 42 (1981) 
131-132 (ausgehend von SB 12.10799.16).

7 Das von K. Scott, Greek and Roman Honorific Months, YClSt 2 (1931) 199-278, hier 
242-243, als frühester Beleg für μη(νὸς) Σεβαστοῦ verzeichnete Ostrakon SB 1.4327 
(angeblich aus dem Jahre 6 n.Chr.) kann nicht korrekt datiert sein; κ̅ε̅ (ἔτους) Σεβαστοῦ 
Καίσαρος in Z. 4 ist mit Sicherheit eine fehlerhafte Lesung (s. BL 2.1:21). Ich lasse in 
Ermangelung einer Abbildung auch das problematische Ostrakon O.Bodl. 2.969 (12/3 
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Σεβαστοῦ zu erwarten; denn der Zusatz des Wortes μήν zu dem Monatsna-
men Σεβαστός erfolgte weitgehend konsequent.8 Die Stelle harrt m. E. daher 
noch der richtigen Erklärung.9

n.Chr.) außer Betracht, wo als Datierung in Z. 5-6 gelesen wurde: (ἔτους) μβ Καίσαρος 
Σεβασ(τοῦ) | κ̣ ̅θ̣̅; vgl. den ausführlichen Kommentar von Tait und die ergänzenden 
Bemerkungen von Préaux, denen zufolge Σεβασ(τοῦ) den Monat bezeichnen muß, 
weil für einen anderen Monatsnamen der Platz fehlt. Das Ostrakon müßte daher als 
das bislang einzige Zeugnis für den Monat Σεβαστός aus augusteischer Zeit angesehen 
werden, das Fehlen von μηνός wäre aber auch hier anstößig. Die frühesten sicheren 
Belege sind jetzt: P.Lond. 3.892 (S. 168) (16); P.Mich. 5.241 (16); P.Ryl. 2.183a (16); P.Oxy. 
57.4582 (16); O.Bodl. 2.1048 (18?); O.Wilck. 362 (20); O.Bodl. 2.558 (22); P.Bingen 58 
(22); P.Sijp. 14 (22); P.Oxy. 2.288 (24); P.Mich. 5.233 (24); P.Oxy.Hels. 9 (26); P.Mich. 
5.337 (26); SB 16.12539 (26); SB 22.15621 (28); P.Ryl. 2.127 (29); O.Petr.Mus. 158 (29); 
P.Mich. 5.349 (30).

8 In 237 von mir kontrollierten Belegen für den Monatsnamen aus der Zeit von 16-
218 n.Chr. fehlt der Zusatz nur 14mal. Davon bilden 13 Belege bemerkenswerterweise 
eine Serie; ihre Besonderheit ist, daß sie alle dem kurzen Zeitraum von 32-42 n.Chr. 
angehören und ausschließlich thebanischen Ostraka entstammen. Es sind die folgen-
den: O.Wilck. 1547 (32); O.Strasb. 1.60 (32; hier wäre allerdings wohl noch Platz für 
μη(νός) in der Lücke von Z. 6, vgl. BL 8:531); O.Bodl. 2.946 (35); O.Strasb. 1.63 (36); 
O.Bodl. 2.643 (36); O.Wilck. 377 (36); O.Leid. 51 (37); O.Bodl. 2.954 (37); O.Wilck. 
1373 = O.Petr.Mus. 307 (38); O.Wilck. 1554 (38); O.Bodl. 2.594 (39); P.Rein. 2.129 (40); 
O.Wilck. 1035 (42). Texte anderer Herkunft aus derselben Zeit verwenden dagegen den 
Zusatz, nämlich SB 14.11414 (33); P.Bingen 59 (33); P.Oxy. 57.4588 (33); P.Ryl. 2.173 
(34); SB 8.10181 (35); SB 10.10236 (36); P.Mich. 12.630 (38); P.Ryl. 2.167 (39); P.Mich. 
inv. 786 (Pap.Congr.23 [2007] 270) (41); P.Lond. 3.1166 R (S. 104) (42), ebenso wie auch 
folgende thebanische Ostraka: O.Bodl. 2.560 (32); O.Deiss. 36 (33); O.Wilck. 386 (37); 
O.Wilck. 385 (40; doch s. BL 2.1:58 und 8:539); O.Strasb. 1.67 (?, 40); O.Bodl. 2.418 (41); 
O.Bodl. 2.417 (41). Auch in dem später datierten thebanischen Ostrakon O.Wilck. 407 
(55 n.Chr.), wo in Z. 6 Αὐτοκράτορος, Σεβασ(τοῦ) transkribiert wurde, sehe ich auf der 
Abbildung im Internet (s. dazu das HGV) zwischen diesen beiden Wörtern deutlich 
in der Edition unberücksichtigte Schriftspuren, die mit μ̣η̣(νός) nicht inkompatibel 
sind. Das isolierte Zeugnis P.Strasb. 6.569 aus dem Jahre 162 n.Chr., wo es in Z. 5-8 
heißt: ἕ]ως τῆς τριακά|[δος] τοῦ Σεβ[αστοῦ] τοῦ ἰσιόντος γ (ἔτους) | [Ἀν]τωνίνου [καὶ 
Οὐή]ρ̣ου τῶν κυρίων | [Σεβα]στῶν, erscheint mir suspekt; es wäre zu prüfen, ob nicht 
in Z. 6 μη(νός) anstelle des ersten τοῦ zu lesen ist oder in der Lücke nach Σεβ[αστοῦ 
noch Platz dafür wäre.

9 Ein kurzer Monatsname ist das Wahrscheinlichste. Frisks Vorschlag Τ̣ῦ̣β̣[ι (Aegyp-
tus 10 [1929] 95), dem sich auch Balconi anschließt (BL 8:63), wäre also nicht unpas-
send. Die ursprüngliche Lesung Θ̣εο̣[ῦ könnte vielleicht eher an Θ̣ὼ̣θ̣ [ denken lassen; 
allerdings macht Balconi darauf aufmerksam, daß im Thoth (= Sebastos) keine Klein-
viehdeklarationen eingereicht zu werden pflegten – ein weiteres gewichtiges Argument 
gegen Sijpesteijns Vorschlag.
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Um im vorliegenden Fall die unerwartete Titulatur Καῖσαρ Σεβαστός zu 
erklären, könnte man vielleicht zu einer Hilfskonstruktion Zuflucht nehmen: 
In Anbetracht der Tatsache, daß der auftraggebende Akusilaos und sein Sekre-
tär Mysthes noch rund 12 Jahre später tätig waren, letzterer sogar noch rund 
17 Jahre später (vgl. oben zu Z. 1), wären Zweifel daran nicht von der Hand zu 
weisen, ob die beiden in diesem Text genannten Daten wirklich mit der Zeit 
der Niederschrift des Texts in näherer Beziehung stehen müssen. Es könnte 
sich vielmehr nur um die Termine der erfolgten Steuerzahlungen handeln, 
welche der Cheiristes jetzt in die von ihm auszufertigende Quittung aufneh-
men sollte, und diese könnten schon einige Jahre zurückliegen. Die Abfassung 
des Auftrags fiel dann möglicherweise bereits in die Regierungszeit von Tiberi-
us, und aus dessen regulärer Titulatur Τιβέριος Καῖσαρ Σεβαστός10 könnte das 
Element Σεβαστός unzutreffenderweise übernommen worden sein. Natürlich 
kann diese Überlegung nur Spekulation bleiben.

Eine andere Überlegung könnte sein, ob nicht ἀργυρίου Σεβαστοῦ ge-
meint ist, aber auch diese Verbindung ist noch nicht unter Augustus bezeugt; 
frühe Beispiele (alle aus dem Oxyrhynchites und in der Wendung Σεβαστοῦ 
καὶ Πτολεμαϊκοῦ νομίσματος) sind z.B. SB 16.13042.4 (29 n.Chr.); P.Oxy. 
58.3915.11 (30 n.Chr.); SB 8.9827b.4 (30 n.Chr.); P.Oxy. 47.3351.4 (34 n.Chr.); 
SB 10.10238.5 (37 n.Chr.).

6 εἴκουσ⟨ι⟩, (γίνονται): Ich ziehe die Interpretation der langen Senk-
rechten vor (δραχμαί) als Symbol für (γίνονται) der denkbaren Lesung als 
Schlußiota von εἴκουσι vor. Zum Wechsel ο > ου in unbetonten Silben vgl. 
Gignac, Grammar 1, S. 213, wo auch Beispiele für εἴκουσι genannt sind. Zeit-
lich steht dem vorliegenden Papyrus am nächsten P.Mich. 5.322b (51 n.Chr.) 
mit zahlreichen Belegen.

2

P.Tebt. 2.348 (revidierte Fassung) Tebtynis nach (?) 25. Apr. 24 n.Chr.

 Ἀκουσ[ίλ(αος)] Μύσ̣[θ(ῃ)] χειριστῇ 
 χαίριν. προ[οῦ σύ]μβολ(ον) Παεῦς 
 Σ̣ο̣υν̣εὺς βο̣ . (  ) [λ]α̣ο̣γ̣[ρ]α̣φίας 
 δεκά[το]υ ἔτ[ους] Τιβερίου 
5 Καίσα[ρο]ς Σε[βα]στοῦ Τεβτύ[ν(εως)] 
 ἀργυρίου ῥυπ(αροῦ) [δ]ρ[α]χμὰς δεκα- 

10 S. . Bureth, a.a.Ο. (Anm. 5), S. 25-27.
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 δύο, (γίνονται) ῥυπ(αροῦ) (δραχμαὶ) ιβ. 
 (ἔτους) ι Τ[ιβ]ερίο[υ Κα]ίσαρος 
 Σεβαστοῦ Χοι(ὰκ) ι̅γ̅. 
10 καὶ τῆι λ̅ τοῦ Φαρμοῦθι δι`ὰ´ 
 Ἀκουσιλ(άου) Τε̣(βτύνεως) λ̣α̣ο̣γ̣(ραφίας) δραχ(μὰς) δε[καδύο,] 
  (γίνονται) (δραχμαὶ) ιβ.

2 lies χαίρειν 2-3 lies Παεῦτι Σουνέως (?)

1 Ἀκουσ[ίλ(αος)] Μύσ̣[θ(ῃ)]: Ἀκουσ[ιλ]άωι ed. pr.

2 προ[οῦ σύ]μβολ(ον): προ[εσυ]μβόλ(ησε ?) ed. pr. Das Verb 
προσυμβολέω, welches die Erstherausgeber irritiert und ihnen Anlaß zu ei-
nem längeren Kommentar gegeben hatte, ist später auch in die Wörterbücher 
eingegangen (Preisigke, LSJ); es erweist sich durch die Parallele jetzt als ghost 
word.

2-3 Παεῦς | Σ̣ο̣υν̣εὺς βο̣ . (  ): Παεῦς | Σουν̣εὺς βο̣η̣(θός) ed. pr. Παεῦς 
war dort als Nominativ aufgefaßt worden, muß jedoch, wie sich jetzt zeigt, das 
Dativobjekt zu προ[οῦ sein; Παεῦς steht daher für Παεῦτι, und entsprechend 
wäre in Z. 3 das βο̣η̣(θός) der ed. pr. zu βο̣η̣(θῷ) zu ändern (doch vgl. dazu oben 
im Kommentar zu P.Tebt. 2.519.2). Der Name Σουνεύς ist ohne Parallele. Unter 
der Annahme, daß der erste Buchstabe in Wirklichkeit ein Pi ist, von dem 
nur die rechte Hälfte sichtbar ist, hätte man mit Πουνεῦς einen Namen, der 
mehrfach im Arsinoites bezeugt ist, allerdings bislang nur in Theadelpheia und 
in der Mitte des 3. Jh. n.Chr. Die dort auch vorkommende Variante Παυνεῦς 
wäre hier ebenfalls möglich. In jedem Fall müßte der Genitiv des jeweiligen 
Namens verstanden werden.

7 Am Ende der Zeile anscheinend ein vacat von ca. 3 cm Breite.

8-9 Das Datum entspricht dem 10. Dez. 23 n.Chr.

10 Statt des ε ̅ der ed. pr. lese ich lieber λ ̅. Das Datum entspricht dann 
dem 25. Apr. 24 n.Chr.

11 Τε̣(βτύνεως): Die Lesung der ed. pr. ist – wie P. van Minnen zu Recht 
anmerkt – sehr problematisch, sowohl aus paläographischen Gründen (für 
eine Reduktion des Namens in der Abkürzung auf die beiden ersten Buchsta-
ben läßt sich keine Parallele beibringen) als auch aus sachlichen (zu erwarten 
wäre die Abfolge λαογραφίας Τεβτύνεως); eine befriedigende Alternativle-
sung ist mir jedoch nicht gelungen.
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Penthemeros Certificates from 
the Granary C123, Karanis1

W. Graham Claytor University of Michigan

Abstract
Edition of ten penthemeros certificates discovered in the Karanis gra-
nary C123 during the University of Michigan’s 1930-1931 excavation 
season, most of which belong to the archive of the family of Satabous. 
The archive and the archaeological context are also briefly discussed.

Recent work in the University of Michigan Papyrus Collection on the 
mass of texts and fragments from the granary C123 in Karanis has uncovered 
a batch of penthemeros certificates, receipts for the five-day dike corvée.2 Most 
belong to the archive of the family of Satabous, which was first identified and 
discussed by E.M. Husselman in the inaugural issue of BASP along with the 
archive of the veterans Sabinus and his son Apollinarius.3 Husselman pro-
ceeded to publish the most-informative documents belonging to the family of 

1 I thank Nikos Litinas and Arthur Verhoogt for discussing points of difficulty in these 
texts and Leyla Lau-Lamb for conserving them. The journal’s three anonymous referees 
provided excellent criticism of the manuscript, for which I am much indebted. All im-
ages of papyri are reproduced with the permission of the Papyrus Collection, Graduate 
Library, University of Michigan. The plan is published courtesy of the Kelsey Museum 
of Archaeology. My thanks also to Paul Heilporn and Daniel Bornemann for directing 
me to images of the Strasbourg papyri, and to Fabian Reiter and Marius Gerhardt for 
providing me with images of Berlin papyri. 

2 See the fundamental study of P.J. Sijpesteijn, Penthemeros-Certificates in Greco-
Roman Egypt (Leiden 1964), as well as D. Bonneau, Le régime administratif de l’eau 
du Nil dans l’Égypte grecque, romaine et byzantine (Leiden 1993) 152-153 and 166-
168, and T. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber und die Gauverwaltung. Untersuchungen 
zur Verwaltungsgeschichte Ägyptens in der Zeit von Augustus bis Philippus Arabs (20 v. 
Chr. - 245 n. Chr.) (München-Leipzig 2002) 306-319. Recently-published certificates 
include P.Bagnall 30 and P.Pintaudi 25 and 26; the editors of the latter two offer a helpful 
reconstruction of how these texts were composed before the Trajanic reforms (p. 126).

3 E.M. Husselman, “Two Archives from Karanis,” BASP 1 (1963-1964) 3-5. She had 
already identified at least some of the documents by the early 1950s, as evidenced by 
the cursory reference in “The Granaries of Karanis,” TAPA 83 (1952) 68-69.
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Satabous in P.Mich. 9 and presented a more detailed overview of the archive in 
the volume’s introduction. I have reevaluated her discussion and updated the 
list of documents elsewhere, so the following comments on the archive and its 
archaeological context are kept brief.4

The texts published below were excavated over the winter of 1930-1931 
and come from one section of the large granary C123, namely the series of two-
story vaulted storage rooms that comprise the southern half of the structure 
(see Fig. 1).5 In particular, all but one come from the room BBJ/CCJ6 or bin 
four in room BG (the room directly above CG shown on the plan). Both of 
these contexts produced large caches of papyri, many of which belong to the 
two archives mentioned above. Husselman speculated that the archives were 
evidence for phases of occupation of the living space within the structure,7 but 

4 W.G. Claytor, “Satabous son of Pnepheros and family,” Papyrus Archives in Graeco-
Roman Egypt (www.trismegistos.org/arch), archID 407. A printed version will be in-
cluded in a volume edited by W. Clarysse, K. Vandorpe, and H. Verreth, to appear in 
Collectanea Hellenistica. The other unpublished documents belonging to the archive 
are being edited for publication in W.G. Claytor, S. Lash, and A. Verhoogt (edd.), Pa-
pyri from Karanis: The Granary C123 (P.Mich. XXII) [preliminary title], forthcoming.

5 For a description of the structure, see E.M. Husselman, Karanis Excavations of the 
University of Michigan in Egypt 1928-1935. Topography and Architecture (Ann Arbor 
1979) 56-58, and cf. her more wide-ranging and still fundamental discussion of gra-
naries in Roman Egypt: “The Granaries of Karanis,” TAPA 83 (1952) 56-73. There is 
little left of the granary today, as a 2009 photo clearly shows (UCLA, Rijksuniversiteit 
Groningen, and University of Auckland, Fayum Project: http://www.archbase.com/
fayum/project_2009.htm, Fig. 3 [accessed 20 December, 2012]). The caption states, 
“wind and water erosion have destroyed the vulnerable mud brick building within 80 
years,” but the deterioration of the structure was more deliberate than this report sug-
gests, since there are a number of references to the Michigan excavators’ “demolition” 
of C123 in 1933. See the remarks on Coin Hoard 37 in R.A. Haatvedt and E.E. Peterson 
(E.M. Husselman, ed.), Coins from Karanis: The University of Michigan Excavations, 
1924-1935 (Ann Arbor 1964) 92, and the Record of Objects entry for C123-CG-E: 
“Papyrus found Oct. 1933 when demolishing C123, between the spring of the vault 
and the east supporting wall.” House B161 explicitly suffered a similar fate (Record of 
Objects, 29-B161B*); the demolition of other structures (presumably to reach lower 
levels) likely went unrecorded if no objects were found in the process.

6 The excavators attempted to distinguish between finds in the upper B rooms and 
lower C rooms of the granary (Husselman 1979 [n. 5] 57), but in the case of BBJ and 
CCJ the numerous joins between fragments from both levels of the structure (e.g., 2, 4, 
6, and P.Mich. 9.569) demonstrate that this was a disturbed context; I therefore consider 
the upper and lower rooms a single context.

7 P.Mich. 9, p. 8, and Husselman 1963-64 (n. 3) 3. Elsewhere, two copies of a loan 
discovered in C123 suggested to her “the possibility that the grapheion of Karanis may 
at this time have been operated in this building” (P.Mich. 9.568-569, p. 116).



 Penthemeros Certificates from Karanis 51

this is based on an overly selective reading of the evidence: too many other 
texts from these same contexts have no identifiable relationship to the known 
archives.8 We must bear in mind the possibility that the majority of papyri 
from C123 do not represent occupational debris, but rather dumping activities 
when all or part of the granary was no longer in use or was being remodeled.9

8 Cf. P. Heilporn, “Une vieille dette. P. Mich. IX, 568-569 et autres papyrus du grenier 
C123 de Karanis,” CdÉ 85 (2010) 250.

9 Cf. L. Nevett, “Family and Household, Ancient History and Archeology: A Case 
Study from Roman Egypt,” in B. Rawson (ed.), A Companion to Families in the Greek 
and Roman Worlds (Malden/Oxford 2011) 15-31, a methodological position piece on 
archaeology and papyrology, in which Nevett highlights the difficulties in connecting 
people to structures by comparing the modern excavations at Kellis to those at Karanis. 
See especially p. 23 on the process of refuse accumulation.

The granary C123
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The archive of the family of Satabous spans the years 87-131 CE and con-
sists of records of the family’s economic transactions and obligations to the 
Roman state. They were state farmers who leased public land in several plots 
around the small village of Patsontis,10 near Karanis, as well as land belonging 
to a division of the Anthian estate. Along with his sons Pnepheros and Pseno-
bastis, Satabous’ step-son Sarapas lived with the family, since he is recorded 
in συντάξιμον receipts with the other male family members (P.Mich. 6.382, 
87/8-89/90 CE), and his oath to sow public land near Patsontis is preserved in 
the archive (P.Mich. 9.545, 88/9 CE). The death of Satabous likely prompted 
the drafting of the contract dividing his holdings between Pnepheros and 
Psenobastis, which is preserved in two copies (P.Mich. 9.555-556, 107 CE). 
Another division of this same leasehold was made in 116 CE, this time between 
Pnepheros and a certain Ptolemaios son of Phanomgeus (P.Mich. 9.557). Since 
Psenobastis is last attested in the previous year (5), he may have died or gone 
into anachoresis in the meantime, prompting this new division. Pnepheros is 
still alive around the age of 60 in 131 CE (10).11

Of the penthemeros certificates published below, four (2, 4, 7, and 10) were 
issued to Pnepheros, who is the main actor in the archive and was probably 
responsible for collecting most or all of the associated texts. These certificates 
span an impressive 40-year period, from Pnepheros’ young adulthood to his 
old age, and must only be a fraction of the original documentary record of his 
labor on the irrigation canals at the behest of the Roman state. Three other 
certificates were issued to members of Pnepheros’ family: his father Satabous 
(3), his brother Psenobastis (5), and, likely, a son (6). In at least one year, the 
brothers Pnepheros and Psenobastis performed the dike corvée together, as 
the twin certificates of 115 CE attest (4 and 5).

Certificates 7, 8, and 9 all seem to involve one Kames son of Pasion, whose 
connection to the family of Satabous is uncertain. 7 reveals at least a working 
relationship between the families, as Pnepheros is credited with performing 
the dike work on behalf of Kames’ son Aunches. 8 offers little else than that it 
was issued to Kames himself probably around the same time as 7 because the 
official Zoil(  ) signs both certificates. Finally, 9 was issued to a Kames whose 
patronymic is missing, but whose grandfather is Satabous. Given the shared 
context (7 and 9 are from the same bin), this is certainly the same Kames, but 
whether this Satabous is Pnepheros’ father cannot be determined on present 
evidence (see 9.6 n.).

10 On this village, see H. Geremek, Karanis. Communauté rurale de l’Égypte romaine 
au IIe-IIIe siècle de notre ère (Warsaw 1969) 24.

11 He was born ca. 70-73 (P.Mich. 9.550, 555-556, 557) on the basis of inclusive 
reckoning.
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The remaining text, 1, cannot be connected to the archive. It is the earliest 
penthemeros certificate from Karanis so far identified and its main interest lies 
in the formula prohibiting the laborer’s fraudulent use of another certificate. 

Editorial note: I leave abbreviated names unresolved when there is more 
than one possible resolution and other attestations of the individual do not 
spell out the name. Editors have often supplied the most-common name in 
these situations, but this practice perpetuates an undue bias towards common 
names.

1. Penthemeros Certificate with Fraudulence Clause12

P.Mich. inv. 5822 H x W = 9 x 7 cm Karanis, 
30-C123-BBI-A13  87/8 CE

The papyrus is light brown, with all margins intact. A kollesis, 1.5 cm from 
the left edge, was written over, indicating that the certificate was cut from a 
larger sheet or roll. The writing is with the fibers and the verso blank. 

Differentiating the hands is difficult. Certainly a space was left for the 
name of the dike in l. 2, which was filled in later along with the village name 
in the next line and the worker’s name in ll. 6-7. It is possible, however, that 
one hand is responsible for the entire document, employing a slower ductus 
and larger letters for the certificate’s unique information. The writing of the 
names is reminiscent of hand three in SB 16.12861 (Philadelpheia, 93/4 CE). 
This certificate lacks a signature.14

12 O.M. Pearl made a preliminary transcription of this text (Pearl, P.Mich. inv. 5822, 
University of Michigan Papyrus Collection), which I benefitted from in preparing this 
edition.

13  The Michigan excavation labels are read as follows (for more information, see 
O.Mich. 1, pp. xviii-xix). The first number is the season of excavation (30 = winter of 
1930/1); the letter and number following refer to the assigned occupation layer (A 
through E, latest to earliest) and the structure; the letters following refer to a room 
within this structure and a superscripted number (e.g., BG4) indicates a section of the 
room (bins in these cases); the last letter is the number of the “object” (numbered A-Z, 
then AI-ZI, then AII, etc.).  An “object” can be a very large group, such as 30-C123-BBJ-
A, “papyrus,” which consists of P.Mich. inv. 5824-5838.  Papyrus inventory numbers 
in turn can consist of many different texts, hence the additional identification (e.g., 2: 
P.Mich. inv. 5925z28 + 5838p).

14 See P.Brookl. 11 introduction, p. 20.
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 ἔ̣[το]υ̣ς̣ ἑβδόμου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος Δομιτιανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ 
 Γερμανικοῦ εἴρ(γασται) ἐν (2nd hand) χώμ̣(ατι) Ψ̣ε̣ι(̣ναλίτιδος) (?) (1st  
  hand) ἐφ’ ἡμ(έρας) ε ὑπ(ὲρ) 
 χω(ματικῶν) το(ῦ) αὐτ[ο]ῦ ἑβδόμου (ἔτους) (2nd hand) Καρανίδος 
4 μὴ πρ̣οσχρησάμενος ἑτερῶι 
 συ̣μ̣βόλωι διὰ τὸ φάσκ(ειν) τ̣ὸ πρότ(ερον) παραπεπτω(κέναι) 
 Ἡρακ̣λ̣[ . ]ς Ψενοβ(άστιος) το(ῦ) Πάπου̣ μη(τρὸς) 
     Σεγάθιος

2 χω̅μ̣, εφημευ pap. 3  pap. 5 φασκ, προτ, παραπεπτω pap. 6  Ἡρακλῆς 
vel  Ἡρακλᾶς; ψενοβ, το, – pap.

“In the seventh year of Imperator Caesar Domitianus Augustus Germani-
cus. He has worked on (2nd hand) the dike of Psinalitis (?) (1st hand) for the 
requisite five days of dike work for the same seventh year, (2nd hand) on behalf 
of Karanis; he cannot use another receipt since he claims that the previous 
one has been lost: Herakles/-as, son of Psenobastis and Segathis, grandson of 
Papos.”
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1 This is now the earliest published certificate from Karanis.

2 χώμ̣(ατι) Ψ̣ε̣ι(̣ναλίτιδος) (?). There is a clear abbreviation stroke over 
the omega, so one would expect the dike name to follow immediately. I cannot 
make a sensible reading with that approach, however, and take the next letter as 
the mu of χώμ(ατι), which is ligatured into the psi. If the reading is accepted, we 
have another example of a laborer performing work on the χῶμα Ψει(  ).  Both 
P.Brookl. 11 and P.Alex. 17 were issued to Philadelpheians in 206 CE for labor 
on this dike, which the editor of P.Brookl. 11 identified with the Ψιναλίτιδος 
διῶρυξ.15 This canal is mostly attested in connection with labor from The-
adelpheia and nearby villages, but, as the editor notes, this does not preclude 
villagers from communities further away from performing their corvée there 
(l. 5 n). This would be the earliest reference to Psinalitis, which otherwise first 
appears in the reign of Antoninus Pius.16 There are three others texts in which 
only Ψε- is read: P.Strasb. 3.157 (Bakchias, 123 CE), P.Grenf. 2.53g (Philadel-
pheia, 190 CE), and P.Mich. 6.420 (Karanis, 206 CE). In these cases we might 
restore Ψειναλίτιδος or Ψεννώφρεως (on which see 3.2 n.).

4 There are a few traces of ink after ἑτερῶι, but these are probably unin-ἑτερῶι, but these are probably unin-, but these are probably unin-
tentional and not an attempt to start συμβόλωι at the end of the line.

4-5 The injunction against using another receipt is not altogether rare.17 
It seems motivated by one of two occurrences: either when a previous receipt 
was claimed as lost and a new one issued, as in the present case, or, “when 
retroactive or summary receipts were composed on rolls to replace texts on 
small slips or ostraka.”18 The present example explicitly confirms the generally-
accepted interpretation of the editors of P.Fay. 54, pp. 181-182, that the phrase 
διὰ τὸ φάσκειν παραπεπτωκέναι refers to a previously-issued receipt that is 
alleged to have been lost.19 The implication of this formula is that only this 
new receipt is valid.20

15 The only other attestation of this toponym as a χῶμα appears to be SB 16.12499.10 
(Arsinoite, first half III CE), a list of corvée assignments on canals all over the Fayum. 
There it is written Ψι(ναλίτιδος). For other attestations see Trismegistos Geo (http://
www.trismegistos.org/geo), s.v. Psinalitidos Dioryx (geoID 1985).

16 P.Fay. 361 descr. and BGU 13.2262.
17 See the list of texts with component “A” at P.Berl. Cohen 1 pp. 6-7, although some 

texts are missing, such as P.Bodl. 1.161 and SB 20.15133, col. I.
18 P.Col. 7.146.11-12 n. Cf. P.Graux. 2.20.8-11 n.
19 Cf. P.Fay. 64 introduction and see further V. Schuman, “Issuance of Tax Receipts 

in Roman Egypt,” CdÉ 38 (1963) 307-308.
20 See the discussion of similar phrases at H.C. Youtie, “Two Notes on Papyri,” ZPE 1 

(1967) 170-173 (repr. in Scriptiunculae Posteriores, vol. 2 [Bonn 1982] 934-937).
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6 There does not appear to be enough room for Ἡρακ̣λ̣ε̣ίδ̣̣η̣ς. The tail of 
the psi in Ψενοβ(άστιος) seems to have been extended by an additional stroke, 
curving off to the left (cf. the similar psi of Ψενεθώ(του) at SB 16.12861.4 in 
what may be the same hand). This individual is not known from contemporary 
texts, but the Herakles, son of Psenobastis, from BGU 1.166 (Arsinoite, 157 CE) 
and BGU 2.517 (Arsinoite, 158/9 [?] CE) might be his descendant.21 

2. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Pnepheros

P.Mich. inv. 5925z28 + 5838p  H x W = 8 x 10 cm 
30-C123-CCJ-A/BBJ-A  Karanis, 90/1 CE

This text unites fragments from rooms BBJ and CCJ (see above, n. 6, and 
cf. 4 and 6). The papyrus is light brown, with the right and bottom margins 
preserved, along with parts of the top and left margins. Four vertical fold lines 
are visible. The writing is with the fibers and the verso is blank.

 [ἔτους] δ̣ε̣κ̣ά̣τ̣[ου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσα]ρος Δομιτιανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ 
 [Γερμαν]ικοῦ εἴρ(γασται) [ἐ]ν̣ [(2nd hand) (2nd hand) τῆι]  
  Ἀ̣ρ̣γ̣α̣ίτ̣̣ι[̣δο]ς̣ διώ(ρυγι) (1st hand) ἐφ’ ἡμ(έρας) ε ὑπ(ὲρ) 
 χ̣ω̣(ματικῶν) το(ῦ) αὐτο(ῦ) [δε]κ̣άτου (ἔτους) (2nd hand) Καρανίδο̣ς 
4 Π̣ν̣[ε]φερῶ(ς) Σαταβ̣ο̣(ῦτος) το(ῦ) Πνεφερῶ(τος) μη(τρὸς) Ταθαύτιο(ς) 
 (3rd hand) Ἡφαισ̣̣(τ- ) σεση(μείωμαι) Πνεφε(ρῶν) 
 (4th hand) Ε̣ . . χ̣(  ) σεση(μείωμαι) Πνεφε(ρῶν)

2 διω, εφημευ pap. 3 το,  pap. 4 π̣ν̣[ε]φερω, σαταβ̣ο̣, το, πνεφερω, –, 
ταθαυτιο pap. 5 σε–η pap. 6 –η pap.

“In the tenth year of Imperator Caesar Domitianus Augustus Germanicus. 
He has worked on (2nd hand) the canal of Argaitis (?) (1st hand) for the req-
uisite five days of dike work for the same tenth year, (2nd hand) on behalf of 
Karanis: Pnepheros, son of Satabous and Tathauthis, grandson of Pnepheros.

I, Hephaist( ), have signed for Pnepheros.
I, NN, have signed for Pnepheros.”

2 Ἀ̣ρ̣γ̣α̣ίτ̣̣ι[̣δο]ς̣ διώ(ρυγι). There was likely a space in the lacuna before 
the change of hand, which allows the dike name to begin where the text picks 
up again. α̣ρ̣ seems acceptable (cf. the ligature in Καρανίδος, l. 3). The next few 

21 The provenance of both of these texts is likely Karanis because of the mention of 
nearby villages (Straton and Psenharpsenesis respectively) and the numbered kler-
ouchies.
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letters are difficult, but the sloping sigma after the lacuna is almost certain. On 
this canal, see O.M. Pearl, “Ἀργαῖτις and Μοῆρις,” Aegyptus 34 (1954) 27-34 
and Trismegistos Geo (http://www.trismegistos.org/geo), s.v. Argaitidos Dio-
ryx (geoID 297).

3 αὐτο(ῦ) [δε]κ̣άτου. There does not seem to be space for [δωδε]κάτου 
or [ἑνδε]κάτου.

4 Pnepheros is the main actor in the archive.22 On his father Satabous, 
see below 3.4 n. Pnepheros’ mother Tathautis was originally married to one 
Sarapas son of Petheus, by whom she had a son also named Sarapas (born circa 
68/9 CE by inclusive reckoning: P.Mich. 9.545). After (one presumes) the death 
of her husband, she married Satabous and brought her young son into her new 
household, where he appears alongside his step-father and half-brothers in 
the series of συντάξιμον receipts of the late 80s CE (P.Mich. 6.382). Her name, 
meaning “The one of Thoth,” is rare in the Roman period and much more 
common in the Theban region.23

22 For information on his other activities, see P.Mich. 9, pp. 4-5, and Claytor (n. 4). 
23 See Trismegistos People (http://www.trismegistos.org/ref), s.v. Tathoytis (nameID, 

1310). It is most often spelled Ταθῶτις; Ταθαῦτις is found outside the archive only in 
the Karanis Tax Rolls (see the indices to P.Mich. 4), P.Lond. 2.259.75 (p. 36) (Phila-
delpheia [?], 94/5 CE), SB 20.14576.123 (Τεθαῦτις; Philadelpheia, 46/7 CE), O.Bodl. 
1.350.2 (Thebes [?], II-I BCE), UPZ 2.181.II.7 (Ταθαύτ; Hermonthis, 105 BCE), and 
UPZ 2.155.2 (Thebes, 255 BCE).
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5 Ἡφαισ̣̣(τ- ). This same official also seems to sign SB 16.12860 (Phila-
delpheia, 87/8 CE), SB 14.11892 (Karanis, 91/2),24 P.Mich. 15.690 (Soknopaiou 
Nesos, 90/1 CE),25 and SB 16.12861 (Philadelpheia, 93/4 CE).26 Hephaistion 
is by far the most common name beginning Hephais-, but other names are 
possible.

- Πνεφε(ρῶν). For the use of the accusative after σεσημείωμαι, see BGU 
15.2517.5-7 n.

5-6 Multiple signers, as well as signatures that specify the worker in 
the accusative, are a feature of first-century certificates, before standardiza-
tion under Trajan. See P.J. Sijpesteijn, “First-Century Penthemeros-Certificates 
Again,” CdÉ 53 (1978), 140-141, and P.Pintaudi 25-26, pp. 125-126.

6 Clearly the same signature as SB 16.12861.9 (Philadelpheia, 93/4 CE) 
and SB 16.12299.7 (Karanis, 101/2 CE). The editors of SB 16.12299 original 
read Σαμ(  ) for this name, but this was corrected (BL 8.381) to Ἱερα(κίων) 
under the influence of SB 16.12861.9 and P.Mich. 15.690.8. The latter signature, 
however, which is quite clearly written ιερακιω, bears little resemblance to the 
signature found in the two SB texts and therefore offers no guidance to the 
present reading. Our signature consists of one large, curved letter, followed 
by two dips, and a large, crossed letter before a short and quick σεσημείωμαι, 
written -η. The final letter has all the appearances of a chi in this text and in SB 
16.12299 (less so in SB 16.12861) and the first letter could be a large epsilon. 
Εὐτυχ(  ) comes to mind, but is perhaps one letter too long; Εὐσχ(ήμων) fits, 
but is not a very common name.

3. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Satabous

P.Mich. inv. 5838q  H x W = 8.2 x 6.5 cm (main fragment)
30-C123-BBJ-A  Karanis, 96/7 CE

This is a light-to-medium-brown papyrus in two separate fragments. The 
papyrus tore along its first and second fold lines from the left, and the segment 
between these folds is missing. The original dimensions would have been ca. 
8.2 x 10 cm, similar to 2. Along the third fold line from the left is a kollesis, 

24 For the date (ed. pr.: 90/1), see P.Pintaudi 25-26, p. 127, n. 15.
25 I concur with Paul Heilporn’s reading of the date in APIS (http://quod.lib.umich.

edu/a/apis/x-2882/).
26 The editors of P.Pintaudi 25-26 read Ἡφαισ(τίων) at SB 18.13364.8 (Tebtynis, 

99/100 CE), which is indeed preferable to Ἰσ̣ίδ̣ω̣(ρος) (ed. princ.). This might also be 
the same official.
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evident from the lack of fiber alignment. The writing is with the fibers and the 
verso is blank.

 ἔτους π̣[ρώτου Αὐτο]κράτορος Ν̣έρουα [Καίσ]α̣ρος Σ̣ε̣β̣[αστοῦ] 
 εἴρ(γασται) ἐ̣ν̣ [(2nd hand) τῆι Ψ]εννώ(φρεως) διώ(ρυγι) (1st hand) ἐφ’  
  ἡμ(έρας) ε̣ ὑπ(ὲρ) 
 χω(ματικῶν) το(ῦ) [αὐτοῦ π]ρώτου (ἔτους)         (2nd hand) Καρανίδος̣ 
4 Σαταβο̣(ῦς) [Πνεφερ]ῶ̣(τος) το(ῦ) Ψεναμο̣(ύνιος) μη(τρὸς) Θ̣α̣τρήο̣(υς) 
   (3rd hand) Ὡρίω̣ν̣ σεση(μείωμαι) 
   (4th hand) Πτολεμαῖος σεση(μείωμαι) 
   (5th hand) Σαρ(  ) σ̣ε̣σ̣η(μείωμαι) Σαταβο(ῦν)

2 ψ]εννω, διω, εφημε̣υ pap. 3 το,  pap. 4 σαταβο̣, [πνεφερ]ω̣, το, ψεναμο̣, 
–, θ̣α̣τρηο̣ pap. 5 σεση pap. 6 σεση̅ pap. 7 σ̣–η pap.

“In the first year of Imperator Nerva Caesar Augustus. He has worked on 
(2nd hand) the canal of Psennophris (1st hand) for the requisite five days of 
dike work for the same first year, (2nd hand) on behalf of Karanis: Satabous, 
son of Pnepheros and Thatres, grandson of Psenamounis.

I, Horion, have signed.
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I, Ptolemaios, have signed.
I, Sar(  ), have signed for Satabous.”

2 Ψ]εννώ(φρεως) διώ(ρυγι). A rarely-attested canal, named after the 
village,27 found in the penthemeros certificates SB 14.11892 (Karanis, 91/2 
CE [n. 24]), SB 16.12861 (Philadelpheia, 93/4 CE), BGU 3.879 (Karanis, 164 
CE; see below), and the register of dike work P.Münch. 3.137 (early II CE). 
H. Geremek attempted to eliminate this canal name and replace it with the 
Psenharpsenesis,28 but her argument does not stand: the village of Psennophris 
is actually in the Herakleides meris29 and thus it makes sense that Karanidians 
and Philadelpheians are attested working on the (presumably) nearby canal. A 
canal of Psenharpsenesis has not been attested. Her proposal has been accepted 
in the DDBDP for BGU 3.879.6 (BL 6.13, but the image clearly shows that we 
must retain the original editor’s Ψεννω(  )) and P.Grenf. 2.53g (BL 6.46), where 
the editor read Ψε̣(  ). Cf. 1.2 n.

4 Satabous is active in only one other text in the archive (P.Mich. 6.382, 
syntaximon receipts, 87-90 CE) and it was probably his death which prompted 
the division of leasehold between his sons Pnepheros and Psenobastis (P.Mich. 
9.555-556, 107 CE). Cf. below, 5.6 n.

5-7 On multiple signers, see 2.5-6 n.

5 An official of this name signs P.Pintaudi 26.6 (Narmouthis, 98/9 CE). 
That signature appears to be a matured and more proficient version of the 
present hand. If so, it is interesting to note how the writer’s rather clunky 
σεση(μείωμαι) developed over the course of a couple years into a comfortable 
signature. 

6 A Ptolemaios (written out in full) also signs the contemporary cer-
tificate BGU 13.2255 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 96/7 CE; image not seen). For other 

27 Trismegistos Geo (http://www.trismegistos.org/geo), s.v. Pseonnophris (geoID 
1971). The only Roman-period references to the village itself seem to be SB 12.11067 
and P.Fay. 118 (Euhemeria, 110 CE) (D. Hagedorn’s new PN reading [Θ]εογ̣[ονίδα at 
SB 6.9625.9 (Tebtynis, 177-192 CE) eliminates the ed.princ.’s Ψ]εον̣[νῶφριν).

28 Geremek (n. 10), 43-44. Her “P. Brooklyn 7” refers to the text now published as 
P.Brookl. 11 and “P.Oslo inv. 1033 = SB 9924” (with the wrong date of 184 CE) is now 
SB 14.11892. An image of this papyrus is available through APIS (http://opes.uio.no/
papyrus/scan/1033r.jpg) and one can see that Ψεννώ(φρεως) is the correct reading in 
col. 2.10 (restored in col. 1.2). 

29 See especially SB 12.11067 (Arsinoite nome, I-II CE), a list of villages of the Her-
akleides meris in which Ψεννώ(φρεως) appears in l. 14.
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attestations of the name Ptolemaios among signers of first and early-second 
century certificates, see P.Pintaudi 25.8 n. 

7 This official might also sign SB 14.11892.8 and 14 (91/2 CE [n. 24]), 
where, however, the name is written Σαρα(  ), or Σαραπ̣(  ) if one wishes to 
take the vertical that is ligatured into the σεση(μείωμαι) as a pi in abbreviation. 

4. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Pnepheros

P.Mich. inv. 5925h + 5838s  H x W = 11 x 10.5 cm 
30-C123-CCJ-A/BBJ-A  Karanis, 18 June 115 CE

Two small fragments from inv. 5838 (now 5838s) were joined at the bot-
tom of the main fragments to make the text nearly complete. Along with 2 and 
6, this text is an example of the many joins between fragments from rooms BBJ 
and CCJ (see n. 6). The papyrus is brittle and light brown in color. All margins 
are preserved in places and up to five fold lines are visible. The writing is with 
the fibers and the verso is blank.

This certificate and the following one were issued together to the brothers 
Pnepheros and Psenobastis. The certificates cover work on the same canal for 
the same period of time, and they were written by the same principal scribe in 
a quick, experienced cursive, and signed by the same official in a much more 
hesitant hand. There are a few other examples of certificates issued to family 
members who performed the dike corvée together: SB 20.14968 (Philadel-
pheia, 69 CE) is one sheet containing two receipts issued to a father and son, 
while P.Lond. 2.321 (p. 105) and BGU 3.723 (both Soknopaiou Nesos, 159/60 
CE) were similarly issued to a father and son for concurrent work.

 ἔτους ὀ̣κτω̣καιδεκάτου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος 
 Νέρουα Τραιανοῦ Ἀρίστου Σεβαστοῦ Δακικοῦ 
 εἴργ(ασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας) πέντ̣ε ὑπὲρ χωματικῶν 
4 ἔ̣ρ̣γων τοῦ αὐ(τοῦ) ιη (ἔτους) κ κ̅δ̅ Παῦνι 
 [ἐν] τῇ καινῇ ἑξαθ(ύρῳ) Καρανίδο̣ς 
 Ν̣ε̣φερῶς Σαταβο(ῦτος) το(ῦ) Νεφε̣[ρ]ῶ̣(τος) 
    μη(τρὸς) Ταθαύτ(ιος) 
8  (2nd hand) Ἡ̣ρακ( ) σεσημ(είωμαι)

3  ειργ̅, η̅ pap. 4  αυ,  pap. 5  εξαθ– pap. 6  σαταβο, το, νεφε̣[ρ]ω̣ 
pap. 7 –, ταθαυτ pap. 8 ηρακ, σεσημ pap.

“In the eighteenth year of Imperator Caesar Nerva Traianus Optimus Au-
gustus Dacicus. He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the 



62 W. Graham Claytor

same 18th year, from the 20th to the 24th of Pauni, on the new six-sluice (ca-
nal), on behalf of Karanis: Nepheros, son of Satabous and Tathautis, grandson 
of Nepheros.

I, Herak( ), have signed.”

1 ὀ̣κτω̣καιδεκάτου. In the scribe’s haste, he writes only half of the initial 
omicron, followed by a short horizontal stroke leading into the hasta of kappa. 
The omega is represented only by a shallow dip between tau and kappa (cf. the 
same writer’s rendition of this ordinal in 5.1). 

2 Σεβαστοῦ is written in such extreme Verschleifung that Σεβ has be-Σεβ has be- has be-
come one stroke.

4 κ κ̅δ̅ Παῦνι. This order of the days and the month, also present in the 
twin certificate below, is extremely unusual. The only exact parallel I have 
found is SB 8.9924a.4, also from Karanis and Trajan’s 18th year, where I read 
κβ κϛ Καισαρείο(υ) in place of the editor’s κώμης Καρανίδ(ος).30 SB 6.9231 
(inv. 2912).4, again from the same place and year, has ιϛ ἕως κ Ἐπεὶφ. The two 
SB documents are in different principal hands, which differ also from that of 4 
and 5, so this oddity in writing the date cannot be attributed to just one scribe, 
but the fact that they all come from one year makes one suspect that this was 
a short-term variation.

5 καινῆι ἑξαθ(ύρωι). Cf. 5.4.  Karanidians are attested working on the 
“new six-gate (sluice)” in SB 16.12299 (101/2 CE), SB 6.9231 (106 CE), and 
P.Wisc. 2.79 (108 CE). Villagers from across the Fayum performed labor here, 
which led Pearl to argue that it was one of the main control works for the 
entire Fayum.31 

8 The official’s hand is slow and hesitant (cf. his signature on the same 
day in the next text). The Ἡρακ(  ) of P.Stras. 1.18 (141 CE) could be interpreted 
as a matured version of this hand, but the large gap of 25 years and frequency 
of Herak- names argue against connecting these officials. Other Herak- scribes 
in roughly contemporary texts have different hands: P.Stras. 3.157 (123 CE) 

and SB 16.12299 (101/2 CE).

30 Prof. Hagedorn reached the same conclusion independently and noted the rarity 
of this order of the days and month in “Bemerkungen zu Urkunden,” ZPE 183 (2012) 
185-186.

31 O.M. Pearl, “Ἑξάθυρος: Irrigation Works and Canals in the Arsinoite Nome,” Ae-
gyptus 33 (1951) 228-30.
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5. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Psenobastis32

P.Mich. inv. 5830a H x W = 11 x 7.2 cm Karanis, 
30-C123-BBJ-A  18 June 115 CE

The papyrus is light-to-medium brown, with the right margin and most of 
the bottom margin intact. It is frayed towards the top, but probably preserves 
most of the original top margin. The papyrus is torn at the left, where ca. 2 cm 
are missing: original dimensions ca. 11 x 9.2. The writing is with the fibers and 
the verso blank. As in 4, the same principal scribe seems to have written the 
entire certificate before the official’s signature.

32 Husselman was aware of this text and included it in the archive (P.Mich. 9, p. 5).
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 [ἔτου]ς ὀκτω̣καιδεκ[άτου] Αὐτοκρά̣[τορο]ς Καίσαρος 
 [Νέρου]α Τραιανοῦ [Ἀρ]ίστου Σεβ̣α̣σ̣τοῦ Δακ(ικοῦ) 
 [εἴρ]γ̣(ασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας) πέν̣[τε ὑ]π̣ὲ̣ρ̣ χωματικ(ῶν) 
4 [ἔργ]ω̣ν τοῦ αὐ̣(τοῦ) ιη (ἔτους) κ κ̅δ̅ Παῦνι 
 [ἐν] τ̣ῇ̣ καινῇ̣ ἑξαθ(ύρῳ)  Καρανίδ(ος) 
 [Ψ]ενόβαστ(ις) Σαταβ̣ο̣(ῦτος) το(ῦ) Ν̣ε̣φ̣ερῶ̣(τος) 
    μ̣η̣(τρὸς) Ταθαύτ(ιος) 
8  (hand 2) Ἡρακ(  ) σεσημ(είωμαι)

3 [ειρ]γ̣̅, η̅, χωματικ pap. 4 αυ,  pap. 5 εξαθ– pap. 6 [ψ]ενοβαστ, σα-σα-
ταβ̣ο̣, το, ν̣ε̣φ̣ερω̣ pap. 7 –̣̣, ταθαυτ pap. 8 ηρακ, σεσημ pap.

“In the eighteenth year of Imperator Caesar Nerva Traianus Optimus Au-
gustus Dacicus. He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the 
same 18th year, from the 20th to the 24th of Pauni, on the new six-sluice (ca-
nal), on behalf of Karanis: Psenobastis, son of Satabous and Tathautis, grand-
son of Nepheros.

I, Herak(  ), have signed.”

2 Δακ(ικοῦ). Only the key letters delta and kappa are visible, which is 
enough to evoke Δακικοῦ. Cf. the same scribe’s slightly-expanded version in 
the previous text, where the shapes of two kappas are visible.

4 For the order of the days and month, cf. 4.4 n.

6 Psenobastis was born circa 75 CE (P.Mich. 9.555-556, 107 CE) and 
is recorded paying the poll-tax with his family in the late 80s and early 90s 
(P.Mich. 6.382). In 107 he received a half-share of public and estate land in the 
division of a leasehold with his older brother Pnepheros (P.Mich. 9.555-556), 
likely after the death of their father Satabous. A year after the present certificate 
was issued, we have another division of this same leasehold between Pnepheros 
(who received Psenobastis’ previous assignment) and another man (P.Mich. 
9.557, 116 CE), which might indicate that Psenobastis had died or gone into 
anachoresis in the interim.33 

8 For this official, see 4.8 n.

33 Cf. P.Mich. 9.555-556, p. 85, and J. Rowlandson, “The Organisation of Public Land 
in Roman Egypt,” CRIPEL 25 (2005) 192, n. 86.
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6. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to a Son of Pnepheros

P.Mich. inv. 5828 + 5925z30  H x W = 8 x 8.2 cm 
30-C123-BBJ-A/CCJ-A  Karanis, 7 November 128 CE

Another example of fragments joined from BBJ and CCJ (see n. 6), this 
papyrus is medium-brown in color, with the top, left, and right margins pre-
served. The small fragment joining at the bottom has a relatively straight bot-
tom edge and thus could preserve the bottom margin, which would make this 
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certificate roughly the same size as 8 and 9. We might expect a hand change 
before the month in l. 4, but the ductus and appearance of the ink is quite 
similar to the more formulaic elements preceding. 

 ἔτους τρισκαιδεκάτου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος 
 Τραιανοῦ Ἁδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ εἴρ(γασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας) 
 πέντε ὑπὲρ χωματικῶν ἔργων 
4 τοῦ αὐτοῦ ιγ (ἔτους) Ἁθὺρ ζ ια̅ 
 ἐ̣ν̣ ὀ̣[ρ]ιν̣ῇ̣ [Πα]τ̣σ̣ώ̣ν̣τ̣εως Κ̣α̣[ρ]α̣ν̣[ίδ]ος 
 [ὁ δεῖνα Π]ν̣ε̣φερῶ(τος) τ[ο(ῦ) Σαταβοῦτος (?)] 
   μη(τρὸς) [τῆς δεῖνα] 
8  (hand 2) Σα̣ρ̣α̣π̣(  ) σεση(μείωμαι)

2 η̅ pap. 4  pap. 6 π]ν̣ε̣φερω, τ[ο] pap. 7 – pap. 8 σα̣ρ̣α̣̣, σ–η pap.
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“In the thirteenth year of Imperator Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augustus. 
He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the same 13th year, 
from Hathyr 7th to 11th, on the desert (canal) of Patsontis, on behalf of Kara-
nis: NN, son of Pnepheros and NN, grandson of Satabous (?).

I, Sarap( ), have signed.”

5 ἐ̣ν̣ ὀ̣[ρ]ιν̣ῇ̣ [Πα]τ̣σ̣ώ̣ν̣τ̣εως. Karanidians are often attested performing 
work on the large desert canal of Patsontis, the medieval Bahr Wardan, which 
skirted the northeastern corner of the Fayum and was the main source of water 
for the village.34 Villagers from Bakchias and Philadelpheia, also situated along 
the canal, are credited with work on it as well. The Karanis Tax Rolls preserve 
payments from a ἱε[ρεὺς] Ἴσιδο(ς) Πατσώντ(εως) (P.Mich. 4.223.2318), a di-
vinizing expression of the canal’s vital role in ensuring the region’s agricultural 
fertility.

6 The find-spot and the name Pnepheros make it likely that this text is 
related to the Satabous family archive. If so, the worker must be the son of the 
archive’s main actor, Pnepheros son of Satabous. Since no other texts belonging 
to this next generation have so far been identified, we might speculate that this 
certificate was kept among the papers of Pnepheros, who was still alive at this 
point (see 10). Nothing is known of the marriage(s) of Pnepheros, so the loss 
of the mother’s name is especially unfortunate.

8 Σα̣ρ̣α̣π̣( ). The signature is extremely condensed. I read the final long, 
curved stroke as a typical curved pi marking an abbreviation and the little 
fishhook just before it as a rho; the alpha in between is only represented by the 
ligature. This is possibly a quicker version of the signature found in P.Stras. 
3.155 (Bakchias, 119 CE, with BL 5.135).35

34 Trismegistos Geo (http://www.trismegistos.org/geo), s.v. Patsonteos Dioryx (ge-
oID 1633); cf. Geremek (n. 10) 42. Karanidians working on this canal: SB 8.9924a 
(114/5 CE), P.Sijp. 42a (130 CE), SB 6.9437a (144 CE) and c (146 CE), P.Cair.Goodsp. 
25 (161 CE), BGU 3.722 (161/2 CE), P.Mich. 6.419 (162 CE), BGU 15.2519 (164 CE), 
and P.Mich. 6.381 (second half of II CE).

35 The official of the Strasbourg papyrus may in turn also be the same as the Σαραπ(  ) 
(ed.: Σαρα(πίων)) of the contemporary BGU 15.2518.7 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 119 CE), 
although this signature has a long, careful rho that curves to the left.
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7. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Pnepheros as Substitute

P.Mich. inv. 5855h H x W = 10.8 x 10 cm Karanis, 
30-C123BG4-A  6 September 129 CE

The papyrus is medium brown, with dark staining and embrittlement. 
This deterioration was likely caused in part by acid migration from leather, 
small pieces of which are still attached to the verso. This may simply be an ac-
cident of preservation, but could also suggest that the papyrus was wrapped in 
leather or bound with a leather strap in antiquity.36 The top, right, and bottom 
margins of the text are preserved. Each line beginning is preserved and thus 
little papyrus is missing on the left. A small fragment, hanging by a thread to 
the left of l. 8, probably marks the original left margin and the measurement 
recorded is likely close to the original extent of the papyrus. The writing is 
with the fibers, but badly effaced and obscured. The verso is devoid of writing. 
Given the state of preservation, it is difficult to determine the hand changes in 
the body of the document.

 ἔτους τ̣ε̣σ̣σ̣α̣ρ̣[εσ]κ̣[αιδεκάτου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος] 
 Τραιανοῦ Ἁδρια[νο]ῦ Σ̣[εβαστοῦ εἴ]ρ̣(γασται) ἐφ’ ἡ̣(μέρας) 
 πέντε ὑ̣π̣ὲ̣ρ̣ χ̣ω̣[μα]τ̣[ι]κ̣ῶ̣ν̣ ἔ̣ρ̣[γων] 
4 το̣ῦ̣ α̣ὐ̣τ̣ο̣ῦ ιδ (ἔτους) Θώ(θ) ε  θ̣̅ 
 ἐν̣ ὀ̣ριν̣ῇ̣ Πα̣τ̣σ̣ώ̣ν̣τ̣ε̣ω̣ς̣ Καρανίδος 
 Ν̣ε̣φερῶς Σα̣τ̣[αβ]ο̣ῦτος ὑπ(ὲρ) Ἀύ̣γ̣χιο̣̣ς̣ 
  Καμῆ̣τ̣ο̣ς̣ το(ῦ) Πασίω̣̣(νος) μ̣η(τρὸς) Τ̣ν̣ε̣φε̣ρ̣ῶ̣(τος) 
8  (2nd hand) Ζωιλ(  ) σεσημ(είωμαι)

2 η̣̅ pap. 4  pap. 5 l. ὀρεινῇ 6 υ pap. 7 Καμῆ̣τ̣ο̣ς̣ corr. ex Κμῆ̣τ̣ο̣ς̣; 
–̣, τ̣ν̣ε̣φε̣ρ̣ω̣ pap. 8 ζωιλ, σεσημ pap.

“In the fourteenth year of Imperator Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augus-
tus. He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the same 14th 
year, from Thoth 5th to 9th, on the desert (canal) of Patsontis, on behalf of 
Karanis: Nepheros, son of Satabous on behalf of Aunches, son of Kames and 
Tnepheros, grandson of Pasion.

I, Zoil( ), have signed.”

5 On this canal, see 6.5 n.

36 I thank Leyla Lau-Lamb and Julia Miller for drawing my attention to this detail. 
P.Mich. inv. 5844 and 5855f, also from the bin BG4, seem to contain traces of leather 
as well. 
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7 Aunches’ father Kames was issued the certificates 8 and 9, while his 
mother Tnepheros likely reappears in the certificate P.Mich. inv. 5855i (see 
below, Addendum).

8 This Zoil(  ) also signs 8, as well as P.Strasb. 3.162 (Bakchias, 130 CE), 
and likely P.Kron. 60 (Tebtynis, 131 CE; image not seen).

8. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Kames

P.Mich. inv. 5838r H x W = 8 x 8.4 cm Karanis, 
30-C123-BBJ-A  ca. 129-131 CE

This light-brown papyrus is in poor condition, with only the left and bot-
tom margins preserved. The original height and width, however, might nearly 
be preserved, which would make this text roughly the same size as 6 and 9. A 
kollesis is visible about 2.5 cm from the left edge. The writing is with the fibers 
and the verso is blank.
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 [ἔτους   Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος] 
 Τρα[ιανοῦ Ἀδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ εἴρ(γασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας)] 
 πέ[ν]τ̣[ε ὑπὲρ χωματικῶν ἔργων] 
4 τοῦ αὐτοῦ [ (ἔτους) (2nd hand)? Month, days] 
 ἐν ὀρ̣ιν̣ῇ̣ ̣[ Καρανίδος]  
 Καμῆς Π̣α̣σ̣ίω̣̣ν̣ος τ̣[οῦ Σαταβοῦτος] 
   μη(τρὸς) [Ἀφροδ( )] 
8 (3rd hand) Ζωιλ(  ) σεσημ(είωμαι)

7 – pap. 8 ζωιλ, σεσημ pap.

“In the … year of Imperator Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augustus. He has 
worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the same … year, from … 
to …, on the desert (canal) of …, on behalf of Karanis: Kames, son of Pasion 
and Aphrod-, grandson of Satabous.

I, Zoil(  ), have signed.”
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1-2 The dating to Hadrian’s reign, as opposed to Trajan’s, is based on the 
similar format to the other Hadrianic penthemeros certificates (e.g., 6-7, 9-10, 
P.Sijp. 42a) and the signature of Zoil(  ) (l. 8), who was active in Hadrian’s 14th, 
15th, and (likely) 16th years.

5 Most likely Patsontis, the main desert canal for the eastern Fayum 
(cf. 6.5 n. and 7.5), but the desert canal associated with Ptolemais Hormou37 
cannot be ruled out.

6-7 The restorations are based on the assumption that this is the same 
Kames as 7 and 9 (see introduction).

8 On this Zoil(  ), see 7.8 n. The mu of his σεσημ(είωμαι) has a long trail-σεσημ(είωμαι) has a long trail-(είωμαι) has a long trail-είωμαι) has a long trail-) has a long trail-
ing stroke as at 7.8 and P.Stras. 3.162.8 (where, however, the stroke is shorter, 
constrained by the proximity of the principal scribe’s μη(τρὸς)). 

9. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Kames

P.Mich. inv. 5855b H x W = 8.5 x 8.8 cm Karanis, 
30-C123BG4-A  4 April 131 CE (?)

The papyrus is light brown, with a clear kollesis about 2.5 cm from left 
side, indicating that this text was cut from a larger roll. The top, left, bottom, 
and parts of the right margins preserved; the recorded dimensions should be 
close to original. The writing is with the fibers and almost completely effaced 
in the center. The verso is blank. It is difficult to tell if there is a hand change 
in the body of the document or if the village (l. 5) and name of the liturgist (ll. 
6-7) are just written more slowly and with larger letters.

 ἔτους π̣έ̣ν̣[τεκαιδεκάτο]υ̣ Α̣ὐ̣τ̣[ο]κ̣ρ̣ά̣τ̣ο̣ρ̣ο̣ς̣ Καίσαρος 
 Τραιανο̣[ῦ Ἀδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ] εἴρ(γασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας) 
 πέντ̣ε̣ [ὑπὲρ χωμ]α̣τ̣ικῶν ἔργω(ν) 
4 τοῦ αὐτοῦ ιε̣ (ἔτους) [Φαρ]ρμοῦθ(ι) εθ̣ 
 ἐν ὀριν̣[ῇ  ] Καρανίδο(ς) 
 Καμῆς Π̣[ασίωνος] το(ῦ) Σαταβοῦτ̣(ος) 
   μ̣η(τρὸς) Ἀ̣φ̣ροδ(  ) 
8   (2nd hand) [Π]τ̣[ολ]ε̣μαῖος σε[σ]η̣μ̣(είωμαι)

37 See Trismegistos Geo (http://www.trismegistos.org/geo), s.v. Ptolemaidos Hormou 
Oreine (geoID 11590). P.Grenf. 2.53d and P.Fay. 79 have ὀρινὴ Πτολ(εμαίδος) without 
Ὅρμου, but I side with economical explanation of the editors of P.Mich. 6.381 that these 
also refer to the same canal (Geremek [n. 10] 43 has doubts). 
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2 η̅ pap. 3 εργω pap. 4 ̣ pap. 6 το, σαταβουτ̣ pap. 7 –̣, α̣φ̣ροδ pap. 
8 σε[σ]η̣μ̣ pap.

“In the fifteenth year of Imperator Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augustus. 
He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the same 15th year, 
from Pharmouthi 5th to 9th, on the desert (canal) of …, on behalf of Karanis: 
Kames, son of Pasion and Aphrod(  ), grandson of Satabous.

I, Ptolemaios, have signed.”

1 ἔτους. Oddly, the large epsilon appears to the right of the tau, although 
in general appearance there is no mistaking the word. If there was any con-
scious thought involved, the scribe perhaps was unsatisfied with the placement 
of his fancy epsilon and, mindful of the long ordinal to follow, started the rest 
of the word further to the left to ensure he could fit the year and beginning of 
the titulature on the first line. The scribes of Hadrianic penthemeros certificates 
in fact quite prefer the present format of the dating formula, with Τραιανοῦ 
opening the second line. 

- Moving backwards we can see that the year date should be fairly long. 
The two-stroke ligature before Καίσαρος should be ρος, then the traces are 
somewhat indistinct, but I believe the first traces after the lacuna should be 
the upsilon ending of the year.

4 τοῦ αὐτοῦ ιε̣ (ἔτους). τοῦ αὐτοῦ is in extreme Verschleifung, with only 
the initial tau and final upsilon distinct. In the year date, the dot above and to 
the left of the epsilon is where the writer planted his pen to make the down-
stroke of iota, although nothing remains of it below.

5 Again, probably the canal of Patsontis: cf. 8.5 n.

6 Π̣[ασίωνος]. There is only the slightest trace of ink; the restoration 
is based on the assumption that this is the same Kames as in 7, also found in 
BG4, and 8 (see introduction). 

- Σαταβοῦτ̣(ος). One is tempted to draw a family connection to explain 
how Kames’ certificates ended up together with Pnepheros’ papers. Is this Sa-
tabous Pnepheros’ father? Pnepheros was born circa 70-73 (see n. 11) and his 
brother Psenobastis circa 75 (5.6 n.); a third son born slightly later could just 
conceivably already have had a grandson above the age of majority in 129, as 
Pasion did (7), but this would depend on a couple of unusually young marriag-
es.38 A better alternative would be if Satabous had a son by a previous marriage, 

38 Husselman (P.Mich. 9, p. 5) speculated that a third son of Satabous might be attested 
in BGU 3.985 (Karanis, 123/4 CE), but this individual was born ca. 84/85 CE (ll. 5-6: 
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as did his wife Tathautis (see 2.4 n.). This son would have been born in the 60s, 
which aligns more with the expected generational spread. The name Satabous 
is quite common, however, so we must leave the question open for the time 
being and hope that new texts from C123 shed light on these relationships.

8 There are a number of certificates signed by a Ptolemaios, but none 
strikes me as a good candidate for this official.

age written τεσσα̣ρά̣κον|[τα]; ed.pr.: τεσσαράκον|[τα]) and so could not be the Pasion 
of these texts. For further discussion, see Claytor (n. 4) 5.
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10. Penthemeros Certificate Issued to Pnepheros

P.Mich. inv. 5843 H x W = 10 x 9.2 cm Karanis, 
30-C123-BG4-A  19 October 131 CE

This medium-brown papyrus has all its margins intact. It was previously 
glued to paper to keep the loose left fragment in place and was slightly mis-
aligned in the process, but this has now been corrected. The writing is with the 
fibers and the verso blank. The text is written extremely quickly, seemingly all 
in one hand until the official’s signature.

 ἔτους ἕκκαιδεκάτου Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος 
 Τραιανοῦ Ἁδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ εἴρ(γασται) ἐφ’ ἡ(μέρας) 
 πέντε ὑπὲρ χωματικῶν ἔργ̣ω̣ν̣ 
4 τοῦ αὐτοῦ ιϛ̅ (ἔτους) Φ[α]ῶ(φι) ιζ̣̣ κα̅ 
 ἐν τῆι Ἐπαγαθιανῆι διώ̣(ρυγι) Καρανίδος 
 Νεφερῶς Σατ̣α̣β̣οῦτ̣ο̣ς̣ τ̣ο̣(ῦ) Ν̣ε̣φ[ερῶ(τος)] 
   μη(τρὸς) Ταθαύτιος 
8  (2nd hand) Δεῖος ὁ κ(αὶ) Σ̣ουχ(  ) σε̣σ̣η̣(μείωμαι) 

2 η̅ pap. 4  pap. 5 διω̣ pap. 7 – pap. 8 σ–̣η̣ pap.

“In the sixteenth year of Imperator Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augustus. 
He has worked for the requisite five days of dike work for the same 16th year, 
from Phaophi 17th to 21st, on the Epagathian canal, on behalf of Karanis: 
Nepheros, son of Satabous and Tathautis, grandson of Nepheros

I, Deios alias Souch(  ), have signed.”

5 For this canal, see Trismegistos Geo (http://www.trismegistos.org/
geo), s.v. Epagathiane Dioryx (geoID 644).

8 This is the same signer as in SB 18.13986 (Tebtunis, 132 CE). Here, the 
sigma of his second name is completely closed, making it appear like an omi-
cron, but the omicron is actually the small dot to the right (cf. the other omicrons 
in this and the Tebtunis text).  The tiny trace over the eta of σεση(μείωμαι) is 
probably the remains of the abbreviation mark, as in the other signature. A 
Deios also signs P.Sijp. 42a (Karanis, 130 CE), though this signature seems 
to be in a different hand, and P.Kron. 62 (Tebtunis, 131 CE; image not seen). 
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Addendum

After submission of the manuscript, I recognized yet another penthemeros 
certificate among the C123 papyri, P.Mich. inv. 5855i (C123-BG4-A). It is in 
quite fragmentary condition, but one can recognize some of the unique infor-
mation. It was issued in the month of Hathyr in the fourth (less likely, third) 
year of Hadrian’s reign and the work was credited to Karanis. The worker’s 
name is almost completely lost, but the last line (l. 7) preserves ] μη(τρὸς) 
Τνε̣φ̣[; since it was found in the same bin as 7 and 9, no doubt the worker in 
question is Aunches, son of Kames and Tnepheros, or his brother.





A Schedule of Contracts and a 
Private Letter: P.Fay. 3441

W. Graham Claytor University of Michigan

Abstract
The recto and verso of P.Fay. 344 descr. are published here in full. 
The recto preserves a lengthy fragment from a schedule of contracts 
(εἰρόμενον) registered in the village of Polydeukeia’s writing office 
(γραφεῖον) in the late first century CE. The verso of the papyrus was 
later re-used for a lively and idiosyncratic letter from a woman named 
Ptolemais to her brother Papirianus in Arsinoe.

This papyrus was discovered during B.P. Grenfell and A.S. Hunt’s excava-
tions at Batn el-Harit (Theadelpheia) during the 1898-1899 season.2 On its 
recto is a 47-line fragment of an εἰρόμενον, a schedule of contracts registered 
in the “writing office of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpaei” in the month of Tybi 
during the latter half of Domitian’s reign.3 This document gives us a vivid snap-

1 This papyrus was edited as part of the International Seminar on Unpublished Papyri 
in the Egyptian Museum, sponsored by the Association Internationale de Papyrologues 
(AIP), in cooperation with the Egyptian Museum, Cairo, the Center for the Tebtunis 
Papyri at the University of California, Berkeley (which digitized photographs originally 
taken several decades ago by the AIP’s International Photographic Archive of Papyri), 
and the Institute for the Study of the Ancient World, New York University. Funding for 
the seminar was provided by the Tianaderrah Foundation and a private donor. I thank 
the seminar professors Rodney Ast, Roger Bagnall, Alia Hanafi, and Cornelia Römer 
and my fellow students for their advice in editing this papyrus. An early version of the 
letter was presented at one of Roger Bagnall’s evening receptions. I thank in particu-
lar the host and Raffaella Cribiore for their thoughts during that enjoyable occasion. 
Nikolaos Litinas and Arthur Verhoogt also provided expert guidance, for which I am 
grateful. Finally, I am indebted to the journal’s anonymous reviewers for their careful 
criticism, which has greatly improved these editions.

2 See Grenfell and Hunt’s brief report on their three-week papyrus dig at Batn el-Harit 
(P.Fay., pp. 51-54).

3 The heading is preserved in l. 1 of the recto. The presence of the honorary month 
Soterios in the contracts limits the date to the latter half of Domitian’s reign: see l. 9 n.
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shot of the village economy in the lean period before the harvest. After sitting 
for decades in the archives, part of the original roll, now worn and scarred 
by a few holes, was cut to form a single sheet and used to draft a private let-
ter whose idiosyncratic hand and orthography present interesting challenges. 
Most striking is the writer Ptolemais’ frustration, vented in lively language, 
with the freewheeling behavior of a certain Talbaeis, who “goes out and does 
what she wants” (l. 4). Unlike the administrative text, the contents of the letter 
are quite ephemeral and the sheet, now used on both sides, was likely soon 
discarded, eventually settling in whichever corner of the village Grenfell and 
Hunt’s workmen discovered it over seventeen centuries later.

In order to put the new εἰρόμενον in context, I begin by outlining the 
institutional arrangements of the Roman γραφεῖον, which are relatively well 
known from the archive of Kronion and other sources, but which are now in 
need of a thorough study that takes into account newer documents in both 
Greek and Demotic. I then turn to an analysis of the εἰρόμενον’s contents, fo-εἰρόμενον’s contents, fo-’s contents, fo-
cusing primarily on the types of contracts recorded and what these contribute 
to our knowledge of the village economy. The editions of both the εἰρόμενον 
and the letter on the verso then follow.

The Writing Offices of Roman Egypt

The operation of the Roman γραφεῖον can be studied in some detail, 
thanks to the vast quantity of texts produced through these offices.4 Three 
sources are particularly informative. The first and most important is the ar-
chive of Kronion, consisting of nearly 200 texts that span the first half of the 
first century CE, when Kronion and his father Apion before him were succes-
sive heads of the γραφεῖον of Tebtynis.5 Almost equally important is Chrest.

4 Some of the key discussions are: R.H. Pierce, “Grapheion, Catalogue, and Library 
in Roman Egypt,” Symbolae Osloenses 43 (1968) 68-83; E.M. Husselman, “Procedures 
of the Record Office of Tebtunis in the First Century A.D,” in D.H. Hobson (ed.), Pro-
ceedings of the Twelfth International Congress of Papyrology (Toronto 1970) 223-238; 
W.E.H. Cockle, “State Archives in Graeco-Roman Egypt from 30 B.C. to the Reign of 
Septimius Severus,” JEA 70 (1984) 106-122; F. Burkhalter, “Archives locales et archives 
centrales en Égypte romaine,” Chiron 20 (1990) 191-216; B. Muhs, “The Grapheion and 
the Disappearance of Demotic Contracts in Early Roman Tebtynis and Soknopaiou 
Nesos,” in S. Lippert and M. Schentuleit (eds.), Tebtynis und Soknopaiu Nesos: Leben 
in römerzeitlichen Fajum (Wiesbaden 2005) 93-104. Important comments can also be 
found in H.J. Wolff, Das Recht der griechischen Papyri Ägyptens in der Zeit der Ptolemäer 
und des Prinzipats 2 (Munich 1978), especially 30-31.

5 See B. Van Beek, “Kronion Son of Apion, Head of the Grapheion at Tebtynis,” www.
trismegistos.org/archive/93, for an overview of the archive.
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Mitt. 183 (= P.Grenf. 2.41), an application to lease the γραφεῖον of Soknopaiou 
Nesos from 46 CE, because it succinctly lays out some of the key duties of the 
γραφεῖον manager. Finally, Chrest.Mitt. 184 (= P.Flor. 3.357), an Oxyrhynchite 
γραφεῖον manager’s subscription from 208 CE attesting to the submission of 
rolls to the state archives, gives us valuable evidence from outside the Fayum 
and suggests broad continuity into the third century. In addition, the mass of 
contracts and other documents written in the γραφεῖα, when analyzed village-
by-village, can reveal important details about local practice.6

The γραφεῖον was both a writing office for the public, where anyone could 
go to have a document written – for a fee of course – and a government-
sanctioned record office, where archival material of interest to the state was 
created. The Roman γραφεῖον grew out of Ptolemaic administrative practice,7 
and by the first century CE such offices were ubiquitous in the larger villages 
of the χώρα. A single office often served more than one village,8 although it 
was physically located in the largest, which was named first, as in the present 
document.9

A γραφεῖον was run by a νομογράφος, also called ὁ πρὸς τῷ γραφείῳ.10 
We know most about the νομογράφοι of Tebtynis and Soknopaiou Nesos in 
the first century CE. Both were run as family businesses,11 with son often suc-

6 An excellent example is S. Lippert and M. Schentuleit’s discussion of the γραφεῖον 
of Soknopaiou Nesos in Demotische Dokumente aus Dime III: Urkunden (Wiesbaden 
2010) 103-110.

7 A new source for the study of the Ptolemaic γραφεῖον is the archive from Tebtunis 
(www.trismegistos.org/archive/368), which is in the process of being published. See 
Muhs 2005 (n. 4), B. Muhs, “A Late Ptolemaic Grapheion Archive in Berkeley,” in T. 
Gagos (ed.), Proceedings of the 25th International Congress of Papyrology (Ann Arbor 
2010) 581-588 and F. Hoogendijk, “Greek Contracts belonging to the Late Ptolemaic 
Grapheion Archive,” in C. Arlt and M.A. Stadler (eds.), Das Fayyûm in Hellenismus und 
Kaiserzeit. Fallstudien zu multikulturellem Leben in der Antike (Wiesbaden 2013) 63-74.

8 Pierce 1968 (n. 4) 68-69.
9 The “γραφεῖον of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpaei” was clearly in Polydeukeia, as evi-γραφεῖον of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpaei” was clearly in Polydeukeia, as evi- of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpaei” was clearly in Polydeukeia, as evi-

denced by the extant contracts drawn up in this village, including one in which the place 
of payment and delivery was actually Sethrenpaei (P.Meyer 7). Similarly, the “γραφεῖον 
of Tebtynis and Kerkesoucha Orous” was located in the larger town of Tebtynis, also 
named first.

10 Other phrases occasionally appear which seem to indicate the same position: e.g., 
ὁ τὸ γραφεῖον πραγματευόμενος at P.Mich. 5.232.1 (Tebtynis, 36 CE) and συσταθεὶς 
πρὸς τῶι γρα(φείωι) in Chrest.Mitt. 184 (= P.Flor. 3.357).

11 The same practice prevailed in the Tebtynis γραφεῖον in the second century as 
well: R. Smolders, “Apollonios, alias Lourios, Head of the Grapheion of Tebtynis,” www.
trismegistos.org/archive/351.
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ceeding father, as had been the practice in the older system of hereditary temple 
scribes.12 B. Muhs argued recently that the γραφεῖον managers were helleniz-γραφεῖον managers were helleniz- managers were helleniz-
ing Egyptians who wrote both the Demotic and Greek contracts drawn up 
in their office,13 but S. Lippert and M. Schentuleit have argued convincingly 
for a certain division of labor and partnership between scribes of Greek and 
Egyptian, who of course had help from assistants.14 The γραφεῖον was run as 
a concession whereby the lessee paid rent to the state for the exclusive right 
to collect the γραμματικόν, or writing fee, in the γραφεῖον’s service area.15 The 
papers of Kronion and the unpublished ἀναγραφή of Karanis show attempts to 
keep track of γραφεῖον finances and ensure that the office was run profitably.16

The state duties of the head of the γραφεῖον included writing up and sub-γραφεῖον included writing up and sub- included writing up and sub-
mitting at regular intervals τόμοι συγκολλήσιμοι, εἰρόμενα, and ἀναγραφαί:17

• A ����� ������������� �������� ��� �������� ��������� ����� ����τόμος συγκολλήσιμος contains the original contracts (with sub- συγκολλήσιμος contains the original contracts (with sub-συγκολλήσιμος contains the original contracts (with sub- contains the original contracts (with sub-
scriptions) or exact copies, with the sheets pasted together into a single roll.

• A� εἰρόμενον, such as the present text, is a schedule of abstracted ver-
sions of these contracts.

• A� �������� �� � ���������� �������� �� ��������� ���� �������� ����ἀναγραφή is a day-by-day register of contracts with one-line sum- is a day-by-day register of contracts with one-line sum-
maries, which served as an index to the corresponding εἰρόμενον.

12 But see C. Arlt, “The Egyptian Notary Offices in the Ptolemaic Fayyum,” in S. 
Lippert and M. Schentuleit (eds.) Graeco-Roman Fayum – Texts and Archaeology (Wi-
esbaden 2008) 15-26, who complicates this traditional view.

13 Muhs 2005 (n. 4).
14 S. Lippert and M. Schentuleit (n. 6) 103-110.
15 Writing fee (γραμματικόν): U. Yiftach-Firanko, “The Grammatikon: Some Con-

siderations on the Feeing Policies of Legal Documents in the Ptolemaic and Roman 
Periods,” in D. Kehoe, D.M. Ratzan, and U. Yiftach-Firanko (eds.), Transaction Costs in 
the Ancient Economy (forthcoming; I thank the author for sharing a draft of this work). 
Rent (φόρος): Chrest.Mitt. 183.9 and BGU 13.2214.4. In Kronion’s papers, the rent is 
conceived of as a διαγραφή, likely because it was a bank transfer made into the account 
of the appropriate official in the metropolis.

16 A.E.R. Boak, P.Mich. 2, pp. 4-6. The Karanis ἀναγραφή is written on the versos of 
the rolls found in the threshold between rooms D and E of house 5026 (P.Mich. inv. 
4382-4388 and 4390-4391). The author is preparing an edition of these texts.

17 As per the offer to lease the γραφεῖον of Soknopaiou Nesos, Chrest.Mitt. 183.15-
19: καταχωρίζω (l. καταχωρίσω) σου (l. σοι) διὰ τετραμηνα παντος του (l. τετραμήνου 
πάντας τοὺς) δι’ ἐμοῦ οἰκονομηθησομένους χρηματισμοὺς ἐν τομου συνκολλοσιμου 
(l. τόμωι συγκολλησίμωι) καὶ εἰρομενι (l. εἰρομένωι) ἑνὶ καὶ ἀναγραφῆι μιᾶι. Cf. Chrest.
Mitt. 184.



 A Schedule of Contracts and a Private Letter 81

The regular period for which these documents were drawn up, at least 
in the first-century Arsinoite nome, was every four months.18 In the present 
document, the clear reading of Τῦβ[ι in the first line would therefore suggest 
that this εἰρόμενον originally covered the second third of the year, from Tybi 
through Pharmouthi (see l. 1 n.). Chrest.Mitt. 184 (Oxyrhynchite nome, 208 
CE), however, is a submission of one month’s worth of documents, and there 
is evidence from the Karanis ἀναγραφή for monthly submissions in the early 
second century Fayum,19 so it cannot be excluded that this εἰρόμενον originally 
covered only the single month of Tybi.

There are numerous extant examples of εἰρόμενα, and B. McGing provides 
a convenient catalogue of these and related texts.20 Most are extremely frag-
mentary, and only a handful preserve the document’s heading, as the present 
fragment does (see l. 1 n.). The extant examples vary in style and format, but 
all record more-or-less extracted versions of the contracts registered in the 
γραφεῖον, ordered by day.

The Εἰρόμενον from Polydeukeia

In our εἰρόμενον, a standard entry consists of the following: a verb sig-εἰρόμενον, a standard entry consists of the following: a verb sig-, a standard entry consists of the following: a verb sig-
nifying the nature of the transaction (lost);21 the names, patronymics, and 
signalments of the parties; the object and terms of the transaction; the signa-
tories of the contract (if applicable); and the phrase τὰ δ’ ἄλλα ἀκολούθως, 

18 Chrest.Mitt. 183 (quoted in n. 17); this practice is corroborated by the papers of 
Kronion.

19 E.g., P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. 2.12: ἰς κατα̣χω(ρισμὸν) βιβλίω̣(ν) Χοίαχ (δραχμαὶ) δ. 
For the phrase καταχωρισμὸς βιβλίων, “submission of books,” cf. Chrest.Mitt. 183.20-21. 
Lines 15-19, quoted in n. 17, make it clear that βιβλία refer to the τόμος συγκολλήσιμος, 
εἰρόμενον, and ἀναγραφή.

20 P.Dubl. 7, pp. 33-34, with the author’s caveat that without a heading or the tell-tale 
phrase διὰ χειρὸς and/or ἐξ οἴκου, it is often difficult to tell whether a collection of 
abstracts stemmed from a γραφεῖον or were abstracts of bank διαγραφαί. P.Hamb. inv. 
87 has been published as P.Hamb. 4.251. Add: P.Hamb. 4.252, P.Fay. 294 descr., P.Mich. 
inv. 6843 (perhaps from Dionysias; a letter is also written on the back); remove: P.Mich. 
2.126 (mostly an ἀναγραφή, with one summary/abstract of another contract, and some 
unrelated notes); correct: P.Stras. 4.225 (not 3.225).

21 Cf. P.Mich. 2, pp. 20-21: “In recording the abstracts the copyist began with the key 
word or words corresponding to the designation of the type of contract entered in the 
ἀναγραφή, making the initial letter a capital and projecting it and several following 
letters into the margin to mark the beginning of a new contract.” The same practice 
can be seen in the large capital omicrons of P.Fay. 294 descr., col. 2 (Euhemeria, second 
century CE).
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indicating that further sections of the original contract were not included in 
the abstract.22 In addition, the dates would likely have been written before the 
first contract of a new day as in P.Mich. 2.121r.23 In all cases in which a date is 
mentioned in the extant portions of the contracts, the abstract leaves only τοῦ 
ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους).

Parts of 26 contracts are preserved. For ease of reference, these are let-
tered a-z.

a (ll. 2-3) Loan of wheat 
b (l. 4) Loan of 40 (?) drachmas and advance sale of wheat  
c (ll. 5-7) Receipt for rent paid in advance 
d (ll. 8-9) Loan of 30 drachmas 
e (ll. 10-11) Loan in kind 
f (ll. 12-14) Service or apprenticeship contract with a tailor 
g (ll. 15-16) Loan of 12 drachmas and advance sale of beans 
h (ll. 17-18) Loan of 60 drachmas and 5 artabas of wheat 
i (l. 19) Loan of 24 artabas of wheat 
j (l. 20) Loan of 5.25 artabas of wheat 
k (ll. 21-22) Advance sale of wine 
l (ll. 23-24) Loan of 60 drachmas with παραμονή of slave girl in 
 exchange for interest 
m (ll. 25-27) Sale on credit (with agreement to extend date of payment) 
n (l. 28) Loan/advance sale 
o (l. 29) Loan of 100 drachmas 
p (ll. 30-31) Crop sale, with a settlement of tax arrears 
q (ll. 32-33) Contract involving multiple parties 
r (ll. 34-35) Loan in kind 
s (l. 36) Loan of 44 drachmas and advance sale of wheat 
t (ll. 37-38) Advance sale 
u (l. 39) Advance sale of 3 artabas of mustard 
v (ll. 40-41) Loan of money 
w (l. 42) Advance sale of 2 artabas of mustard and 1 artaba of beans 
x (ll. 43-44) Loan of 40 drachmas and advance sale of beans 
y (l. 45) Loan/advance sale 
z (ll. 46-47) Loan (?) and advance sale of three artabas of wheat

22 See further, P.Mich. 2, p. 21.
23 P.Mich. 2, p. 20. Again, cf. P.Fay. 294 descr., col. 2. In contrast, the Ptolemaic regis-

ter of notarial deeds from Pathryis records the date for every contract, even if it is the 
same as the preceding: K. Vandorpe, “A Greek Register from Pathyris’ Notarial Office: 
Loans and Sales from the Pathyrite and Latopolite Nomes,” ZPE 150 (2005) 161-186.
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Instantly noticeable is the high number of loans and “advance sales,” which 
I interpret as functionally equivalent to loans in most cases (see below). There 
are 21 contracts of these types compared with only four others (c, f, m, and p) 
and one that is completely unidentifiable (q).24 The high number of loans and 
advance sales certainly cannot be taken as representative of economic activity 
in and around Polydeukeia throughout the year, but rather gives us a glimpse 
into the flurry of transactions in the months before the harvest; for these con-
tracts were all made during the month of Tybi (see l. 1 and n.), when the grain 
harvest was still a few months away and farmers looked to borrow to cover 
necessities during this lean period. Nearly every loan for which the repayment 
date is preserved specifies the month Soterios (= Payni) “of the present year” for 
repayment,25 by which time the harvest of grain and other produce was largely 
complete and the loans could be repaid from the new yield.26

But, given the time of year, is this εἰρόμενον representative? Is this how 
the village economy of Roman Egypt generally operated in the months before 
the harvest? Our evidence is admittedly limited, but worth investigating. The 
archive of Kronion naturally provides the best comparandum: P.Mich. 2.123r 
is a complete ἀναγραφή covering virtually the entire Egyptian calendar year 
of 45/6 CE. Unlike P.Mich. 2.121v, referred to above, this ἀναγραφή lists docu-
ments for which the γραμματικόν, the writing fee, was paid or was still due, and 
thus includes non-contractual documents, such as petitions and memoranda, 
that were drawn up in the γραφεῖον. The month of Tybi begins at col. 9.27 and 
is mostly complete. While it is difficult to precisely categorize every contract, 
it is clear that a much greater variety of contracts were recorded in Tebtynis’ 
γραφεῖον during Tybi of this year.27 Another important point of comparison is 

24 Three of the loan contracts, moreover, refer to the borrower’s pre-existing debts 
to the creditor with the formula χωρὶς ἄλλων ὧν ὀφείλει/-ουσι: d (l. 9), g (l. 16), and 
t (l. 38).

25 The two exceptions are contracts k, an advance sale of wine whose repayment date 
is Kaisareios (= Mesore), reflecting the later onset of the vintage, and v, a money loan 
to be repaid in Germanikeios (= Pachon). On the equation of Soterios with Payni, thus 
dating the εἰρόμενον to the second-half of Domitian’s reign, see l. 9 n.

26 This is explicitly spelled out in contract r, l. 35: ἀπο̣[δο]ῦ̣ν ̣α̣ι̣ ἐκ νέων (sc. γενημάτων) 
μηνὶ Σωτηρείωι. See further J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht der graeco-
aegyptischen Papyri (Munich 1958) 107-108, and H.C. Youtie and O.M. Pearl, P.Mich. 
6.375, p. 41.

27 Among the more frequent types of contracts, there are seven labeled δάνειον and 
one χρῆσις, while there are also nine μισθώσεις and seven πράσεις. Certainly, going by 
the form of the contract might mislead as to its purpose, but since we lack the associ-
ated εἰρόμενον for this year, it is difficult to say more about the individual contracts. 
The prosopographical approach outlined by M. Langellotti offers a promising method 
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the Karanis ἀναγραφή, which preserves signifi cant parts of Tybi. Of the 53 con-ἀναγραφή, which preserves signifi cant parts of Tybi. Of the 53 con-, which preserves significant parts of Tybi. Of the 53 con-
tracts that I have identified from this month, 20 are labelled as loans (χρῆσις).28 
Looking at other extant fragments of ἀναγραφαί and εἰρόμενα, many of which 
cannot be pinpointed to a specific month (let alone year), none has such a high 
concentration of loans and related contracts as our Polydeukeia text. 

This rough comparison suggests that the present snapshot of the village 
economy is exceptional, giving us a glimpse at what was either a particularly 
difficult year for farmers in and around Polydeukeia, or an indication of a 
more systemic problem.29 In either case, this εἰρόμενον is a striking record of 
the village credit system – and the corresponding Roman administrative ap-
paratus – running at peak capacity.

As mentioned above, the formal loans and advance sales are grouped 
together under the belief that both generally functioned as interest bearing 
loans.30 The formal loans in this text are straightforward and likely carried the 
regular interest of 12% on cash loans31 and 50% on loans in kind (the so-called 
ἡμιόλιον).32 In contrast, the nature and function of the “advance sales” are more 
open to interpretation, but I concur with R.S. Bagnall that their purpose was 
essentially financial: they often functioned effectively as loans, allowing access 
to cash that would otherwise have been unavailable because of the official limit 

of “reading” these sparse entries (“Contracts and People in Early Roman Tebtunis: A 
Complex Affair,” paper delivered at the 27th International Congress of Papyrology, 
Warsaw, Poland, July 30, 2013).

28 For information on this ἀναγραφή see n. 16.
29 Such as perennially low agricultural productivity, as the wheat rents from the The-

mistos meris perhaps suggest: A. Monson, “Salinization and Agricultural Productivity 
in the Fayyûm,” in C. Arlt and M.A. Stadler (eds.), Das Fayyûm in Hellenismus und 
Kaiserzeit: Fallstudien zu multikulturellem Leben in der Antike (Wiesbaden 2013) 131.

30 See R.S. Bagnall, “Price in ‘Sales on delivery,’” GRBS 18 (1977) 85-96, and the 
responses of H.-A. Rupprecht, “Vertragliche Mischtypen in den Papyri,” in Μνήμη 
Γεωργίου Πετροπούλου 2 (Athens 1984) 279-280 and A. Jördens, P.Heid. 5, pp. 333-335. 
P. Erdkamp, The Grain Market in the Roman Empire: A Social, Political and Economic 
Study (Cambridge 2005) 120-122, discusses evidence outside Egypt. For the develop-
ment of such contracts within Greek law, see F. Pringsheim, The Greek Law of Sale 
(Weimar 1950) 268-286.

31 Only one contract states this explicitly (v, l. 41; cf. frag. e, l. 4), but the term ἔντοκος 
is found in the others, and is usually now taken to refer to this standard interest rate. 
See B. Tenger, Die Verschuldung im römischen Ägypten (1.-2. Jh. n. Chr) (St. Katharinen 
1993) 43-47.

32 A rate of 33% is also attested: see P.Oxy. 77.5109.14-15 n. with further references.
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of 12% interest on cash loans.33 The advance sales in the present document 
support this hypothesis, since the produce is almost always to be returned in 
Soterios (= Payni), just like the loans in kind, and the advance sales are often 
paired in the same transaction with regular cash loans.

As far as can be determined from the extant clauses, the structure of these 
advance sales follows Bagnall’s type 4, where the amount of produce to be 
returned is specified, but not the “price” received, that is, the cash advanced.34 
Take the relevant part of contract w (l. 42) as an example: ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) 
διὰ χε(ιρὸς) τει ̣μὴν σινάπ(εως) (ἀρταβῶν) δύο κα(ὶ) φασή(λου) (ἀ̣ρ̣τ̣ά̣β̣η̣ς̣) μιᾶς 
ἀμφ̣ο(τέρων) νέ(ων) καθαρῶ(ν) ἀδ(όλων), “(he agrees that) he has received 
from him, by hand, the price of two artabas of mustard and one of beans, both 
new, pure, and unadulterated.” The “price” (τιμή), under this interpretation, is 
the cash that the farmer received in advance, while the quantity in artabas is 
what must be returned after the harvest (the exact month is lost in this case, but 
was likely Soterios). This stated quantity of goods would thus include the inter-
est, thereby masking what is effectively a cash loan that is to be repaid in kind.

One advance sale, contract k, has some interesting and rare features, which 
deserve mention here. It is an advance sale of wine, best paralleled by P.Athen. 
23 (Theadelpheia, 82 CE).35 In both of these contracts, the advance sale of wine 
is made by a καρπώνης,36 who “was the purchaser of an unharvested crop … 
for the harvest or for the general cultivation of which he had to provide the 
labour,”37 an arrangement known as a καρπωνεία.38 In such an arrangement, 
the καρπώνης assumed all of the risk – a bad harvest, problems with labor or-καρπώνης assumed all of the risk – a bad harvest, problems with labor or- assumed all of the risk – a bad harvest, problems with labor or-
ganization, inability to market the produce, etc. – in exchange (one presumes) 

33 Bagnall 1977 (n. 30). Cf. A. Jördens, “Kaufpreisstundungen (Sales on Credit),” ZPE 
98 (1993) 263-282.

34 Bagnall 1977 (n. 30) 94.
35 On such advance sales, see E. Jakab, Risikomanagement beim Weinkauf: Periculum 

und Praxis im Imperium Romanum (Munich 2009) 127-130, and E. Jakab, “Kauf oder 
Darlehen? Lieferungskäufe über Wein aus dem römischen Ägypten,” in T. Gagos (ed.), 
Proceedings of the 25th International Congress of Papyrology (Ann Arbor 2010) 335-344.

36 If indeed my interpretation of the verb καρπωνέω in l. 21 is correct: see n.
37 D. Rathbone, Economic Rationalism and Rural Society in Third-Century A.D. Egypt: 

the Heroninos Archive and the Appianus Estate (Cambridge 1991) 193. D. Kehoe, how-
ever, notices differences between the καρπῶναι of the “Laches” archive (now known as 
the archive of “Patron’s Descendants,” www.trismegistos.org/archive/66) and those of 
the Heroninos archives: D. Kehoe, Management and Investment on Estates in Roman 
Egypt during the Early Empire (Bonn 1992) 84-85.

38 R. Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-Roman Egypt in the Light of the Papyri, 332 
B. C.-640 A.D, 2nd ed. (Warsaw 1955) 340, and Pringsheim 1950 (n. 30) 305-309, but 
Herrmann (n. 26) 228-229 has reservations.
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for a discount or wholesale price on the crops. In contract k and in P.Athen. 23, 
we see the καρπώνης using an advance sale to secure a price for his expected 
yield, thereby limiting the risk he assumed by entering into the καρπωνεία. 
Contract k and its fuller counterpart thus offer a glimpse at the intricate risk 
management strategies available to villagers in Roman Egypt.

The other contracts are a receipt of rent paid in advance (c), a service or 
apprenticeship contract (f), a sale on credit including a rare clause of delayed 
payment (m), and a complicated sale of crops (p). These are discussed indi-
vidually in the notes.

This text also makes a significant contribution to the prosopography and 
onomastics of Polydeukeia and its environs, although I have not been able to 
securely identify any of the numerous individuals appearing in this document 
with known persons. A few individuals, however, appear more than once in 
these 26 contracts, and we can therefore glean a little more information about 
them.39

Philippos son of Philippos, a 54-year old man, appears as lender or nomi-
nal purchaser in no less than five contracts, and four out of a succession of six 
(b, t, u, w, and y). Clearly he was a man of some substance who was eager to 
advance funds to the villagers in exchange for a hefty return after the harvest. 
He also spread out his investments, lending money and making advance pur-
chases of a variety of crops, including wheat, mustard, and beans. Nothing of 
course can be said of his background, but such active lenders usually have links 
with the metropolis or are indeed metropolites themselves.40

Maronis and her son Didymos appear in three contracts, two in connec-
tion with Tapontos daughter of Papontos. In c, with Didymos acting as her 
κύριος, Maronis acknowledges the receipt of rent paid in advance by Tapontos. 
Contract g then records Didymos as a lender, while the very next contract (h) 
records Tapontos receiving a loan of money and wheat from Maronis. It is 
likely that Maronis and her son Didymos went into the γραφεῖον together on 
the same day to register both of their contracts. Given their activity in these 
contracts and the fact that Maronis owns a granary (g, l. 16), the mother and 
son should be counted among the village elite.

Finally, a certain Herakleides son of Ptolemaios, all of 67 years old, appears 
as ὑπογραφεύς in back-to-back contracts (q and r) and possibly in x. Because 
his identity is only certain in the back-to-back contracts, he could simply be 

39 There are also a number of homonyms; in the commentary I have only noted those 
whom I have identified as the same individual. 

40 A link with the family of Aphrodisios son of Philippos (www.trismegistos.org/
archive/294) based in nearby Theadelpheia is unlikely, but gives a good sense of the 
milieu in which this Philippos was likely active.
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a friend or relative of the different contracting parties, but if he does indeed 
reappear in x, he is more likely to have been a γραφεῖον employee, who received 
a fee for subscribing contracts for those unable do so themselves. The loss of 
most ends of the abstracts prevents us from saying anything further about the 
ὑπογραφεῖς and literacy patterns at this γραφεῖον.

1. Schedule of Contracts from the Writing Office of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpai

P.Cair. 10862 4 fragments Batn el-Harit (Theadelpheia)
P.Fay. 344 recto (frag. d: H x W = 25 x 20.8 cm) 88-96 CE

There are five fragments that appear in the photographs of P.Cair. 10862 
(= P.Fay. 344 descr.). The papyrus itself is held in the Conservation Center of 
the Grand Egyptian Museum (as of April 24, 2012), which is under construc-
tion, and I have not been able to inspect it. I lettered the framents a-e, from 
left to right, top to bottom, in the image available at the Photographic Archive 
of Papyri in the Cairo Museum.41 The largest (fragment d) measures 25 x 20.8 
cm according to the description in P.Fay. Fragments a-c fit neatly along the left 
side of fragment d, with a small gap. This was likely caused by a tear along a 
fold line, and the tears on the main fragment can be seen to correspond to fold 
lines as well, roughly 3-3.5 cm apart. Fragment e, although similar in content, 
is written in a faster hand and cannot be joined to any of the other fragments. 
All fragments preserve writing along the fibers. The top and bottom margins 
(ca. 1.5 and 2 cm respectively) are preserved, but neither side margin is pre-
served, because the papyrus was cut to draft the letter on the back. There are 
small holes throughout the papyrus and larger ones along foldlines. Splotches 
of ink appear throughout, apparently dripped from the writer’s pen. The hand 
of the recto is a small, professional cursive, characteristic of the mid-to-late 1st 
or early 2nd century CE: the main hand of P.Athen. 23 (Theadelpheia, 82 CE; 
see πίναξ VIII) is extremely similar. The verso contains the private letter that 
is also published below.

The scribe usually marks abbreviations with a raised final letter, which is 
sometimes so flattened as to resemble a raised abbreviation line. Occasionally, 
there is a dash through the final letter, or the abbreviation is not indicated at 
all. The precise form of abbreviation on the papyrus has not been noted in 
the apparatus criticus, but can be checked on the image. The scribe is fond of 
abbreviating after certain syllables, such as με(  ), which is resolved in many 
different ways in this text: l. 3 μέ(ν); 19 μέ(τρωι); 24 ἐπιτασ̣[σό]μ̣ε(να); 26 

41 http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/Fayum-bw/300dpi/P.Fay.344r.jpg. Accessed December 
30, 2012.
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με(ρίδος); and 46 μέ(σηι). καί has two distinct forms, one written out, and the 
other abbreviated: see the examples in l. 32.

Besides the usual L-shaped ἔτος symbol, two other symbols occur repeat-ἔτος symbol, two other symbols occur repeat- symbol, two other symbols occur repeat-
edly, one denoting the status Πέρσης τῆς ἐπιγονῆς or Περσίνη and the other 
ἀριστερός.

(l. 8)   (l. 40)   (l. 25)
Πέρσης τῆς ἐπιγονῆς and Περσίνη

The last two examples are ligatured with the following ὡς (ἐτῶν). The same 
symbol was used in the γραφεῖον of Tebtynis for Πέρσης and other terms with 
a pi followed by a rho, or occasionally a lambda. It perhaps developed from 
a monogram of pi and rho (P.Mich. 5.293, intro.) and its origin can be traced 
to the Ptolemaic γραφεῖα (P.Mich. 5.241.17 n.).42 Note the two verticals in the 
example from l. 8, while l. 25 seems to exhibit the version with one vertical, 
as is most common in the Tebtynis examples (but again see P.Mich. 5.241.17 
n.). The second vertical either developed out of the common ligature with ὡς 
(ἐτῶν), or is a remnant of the pi. In these abstracts, the symbol precedes the 
personal description when one individual is designated Πέρσης, but follows 
the personal descriptions in the case of multiple individuals. This is also the 
practice in P.Mich. 2.121r.

     
ἀριστερός

Its meaning is confirmed by the context and a comparison of the identical 
personal descriptions in l. 5, where the word is written ἀρισ(τερῶι) and ἀρι-̣
[σ](τερόν) and l. 15, which has the symbol in both places. This symbol was 
also used in the neighboring γραφεῖον of Theadelpheia.43 Perhaps one can see 
in this symbol αρισ in extremeVerschleifung.

42 The symbol is found in SB 5.7532.2 (Nilopolis, 74 BCE) for Πτολεμαίου, recognized 
by Youtie in his re-edition: H.C. Youtie, “P.Mich. inv. 6051 = Sammelbuch V 7532,” ZPE 
12 (1973) 169 (repr. in Scriptiunculae Posteriores 1 [Bonn 1981] 87).

43 P.Reinach 1.42.10 n.: “Le signe imparfaitement rendu par ε signifie peut-être 
ἀρίστερος [sic].” Any doubt is erased by the present text. See also P.Berl.Leihg. 1.22 
(Theadelpheia, 155 CE), 1.27 (Theadelpheia, 167 CE), and 1.29 (Lagis, 164 CE), where 
a symbol similar to the aroura symbol seems to stand for ἀριστερός, and BGU 15.2477 
(Arsinoite nome, first century CE).
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 Fragments a+b+c+d
 1 [ἔτους — Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος Δομιτιανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ Γερμανικοῦ— ] . . 

  γ̣ραφίο̣(υ) Π̣ο̣λυδευκ(είας) καὶ Σεθρενπάε̣ι τῆς Θεμίσ̣(του) με̣ρ̣ί̣δ̣(ος) 
  [ . . ] . . [ . ] . . . . .  μ̣[η]ν ̣ὸ̣ς̣ Τῦβ[ι

a 2 Ὧρος — ]μ̣(  ) . . . [      ca. 10      ] .  Σανσνε̣ῦ̣τ̣[ι  . ] . [ . . . ]β̣ου ὡς (ἐτῶν)   
  ν οὐλ(ὴ) ὑπὸ [μῆ]λ(ον) δεξι(ὸν) ἔχιν̣̣ [παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ μέτρου   
  χ]ρ̣ῆσι(ν) πυρο[ῦ ca. 3] . [

 3 ἐνεστ]ῶ̣τος (ἔτους) [ἐπὶ κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει). ὑπο̣γ̣[ρα]φ̣ε̣ῖς τοῦ μὲ(ν)   
  Ὥρου Ἁρπ̣[ο]κ̣ρ̣ατί(ων) Ἡρακλείδ̣(ου) ὡ̣ς̣ (ἐτῶν) κ̣ .  [     ca. 8     ], το̣ῦ   
  δὲ Σαν̣[σ]ν ̣έ̣(ως) ὁ̣ προ̣[γεγραμμένος

b 4 Φιλίπ]π̣ωι Φιλ̣[ίππου] ὡς (ἐτῶν) ν̣δ̣ οὐλ(ὴ) ὀφρύ(ι) δεξι(ᾶι) ἔχιν παρ’   
  αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ χειρὸ(ς) ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) τ[εσσ]α̣ρακο(  ) χρῆσι(ν)   
  ἔντοκο(ν) κα̣ὶ̣ [τειμὴ]ν ̣ (πυροῦ) νέου καθαρο(ῦ) ἀδ(όλου) [ἀρταβῶν X

c 5 Μαρωνὶς — μετὰ κυρίου τοῦ] ταύτης̣ υ̣ἱοῦ Διδύμoυ τοῦ Ἱέρακος ὡς  
  (ἐτῶν) κβ οὐλ(ὴ) παρὰ γό(νατι) ἀρισ(τερῶι) κα(ὶ) εὔση(μος)  
  ὀφθαλ(μὸν) ἀρι̣[σ(τερὸν)] Ταπο̣ν̣τ̣[ῶ]τ̣ι̣ Π̣αποντῶτο̣ς ὡς (ἐτῶν)  
  [νγ οὐ(λὴ) σιαγό(νι) (ἀριστερᾶι) μετὰ κυρί(ου) τοῦ αὐ(τῆς) 
  ἀνδρὸς NN

 6 ] (ἀ̣ρ̣ι̣σ̣τ̣ε̣ρ̣- ) ἀπέχιν παρ’ αὐτῆς κατὰ μέρος τοὺς φόρους καὶ τὰ 
  ἐξαίρε(τα) οὗ ἔχι ἐν μισθώσ̣ει ἡ Τ̣αποντ̣ῶ̣[ς] μ̣ετ’ ἐγγύο̣υ̣ τοῦ̣
  πρ̣[ογεγραμμένου ἀνδρὸς

 7 Μεχ]εὶρ κα(ὶ) αὐ(τοῦ) τοῦ Μεχεὶρ μη(νὸς) τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους) καὶ 
  μηδὲν τὴν Μαρωνίδα ἐνκαλ(εῖν) τῇ Ταπον[τ(ῶτι)] μ̣η̣δὲ τῶι 
  πρ̣ο̣γ̣εγ̣ρ̣α(μμένωι) ἀνδ(ρὶ) π[ερὶ

d 8 ]ω̣ν̣ος (Πέρσαι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς) ἀλλήλων ἔνγυοι [εἰ]ς ἔκτ(ισιν) Δείωι 
  Σαμβᾶ ὡς (ἐτῶν) κβ οὐλ(ὴ) ὑπὸ σιαγό(να) δεξι(ὰν) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) 
  χρῆσιν ἔντ̣ο̣κ ̣ον ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) τριάκοντα  . [

 9 ] μη̣νὶ Σωτηρείω̣[ι τ]οῦ ἐνεστῶτο[ς] (ἔτους) χωρὶς ἄλλων ὧν ὀφείλουσι 
  οἱ ὁμο(λογοῦντες) τῶι μετηλλαχό(τι) τοῦ Δε̣ίου πατρὶ Σ̣α̣μ̣β̣ᾷ. 
  ὑπο[γραφε-

e 10 καὶ ἡ] τούτου γυ̣νὴ Θε[ρμου]θ̣άριο(ν) ἑτ̣έ̣ρ̣ου Π̣τ̣ολεμα̣ί̣ου ὡς (ἐτῶν) λ 
  οὐλ(ὴ) βραχ(ίονι) (ἀριστερῶι) μετὰ κυρί(ου) τοῦ προγεγραμμένο(υ)  
  αὐ(τῆς) ἀνδ(ρὸς) ἀλλ̣ή̣λων ἔνγυ̣[οι εἰς ἔκτ(ισιν) τῶι Εὐδαίμονι

 11 ]ε δέκατο̣ν̣ μέτρω[ι δρ]ό̣(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) θησαυρο̣(ῦ) οὗ ἔχι ἐν 
  μισθ(ώσει) ὁ Εὐδα̣ίμων ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Σωτηρείωι τοῦ ἐ̣νε(στῶτος) 
  (ἔτους). ὑπογρ̣α̣(φε- ) τῶν ὁμ̣[ο(λογούντων) NN

f 12 Παποντῶς — ] . .  δε[ξι(  )] Διοσ[κόρ]ωι Δημητρίου ἠ̣[πητ]ῇ ὡς (ἐτῶν) λβ̣
  οὐ(λὴ) δακ(τύλωι) μικ(ρῶι) χε(ιρὸς) (ἀριστερᾶς) παρέξεσ̣θα̣ι̣ τὸν 
  Παποντῶν τὸν ἑαυτοῦ υ̣[ἱ]ὸ̣(ν) [ Ὄ]ννωφ̣ρ̣ιν ὁμοί(ως) ἠπητ̣ὴ̣[ν (?)
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 13 καθ’] ἡμέραν ἑ̣κ̣ά̣στ[ην] ἀ̣κολάστως ὅπου ἐὰν αὐτῶι ὁ Διό̣σ̣κ(ορος) 
  συντάσσητ(αι), μισθο̣ῦ̣ τ̣ο̣ῦ̣ παντὸς τὸ μὲν (πρῶτον) (ἔτος) ἀργυ(ρίου) 
  (δραχμὰς) μ, τὸ ̣ \δ̣ὲ/ δεύτερο(ν) ὅ ἐστιν ἔσχα(τον) [(ἔτος)

 14 τῶν δ]ημοσίων τῆς [τέ]χ̣νη(ς) ὄντων πρὸ[ς] τὸν Διόσκ(ορον), ἑκάστη̣ς̣ 
  ἡμέρας ἧς ἐὰ̣ν ̣ μὴ π̣α̣ρ̣α̣μ̣(είνηι) ἀποτεισ(άτω) (δραχμὴν) α, με̣τὰ τὸν 
  χρόν̣ο̣(ν) π̣αραδειξάτω ὁ Διόσκ(ορος) [

g 15 Δ]ι̣δύμωι Ἱέρ[ακ]ο̣ς̣ ὡς (ἐτῶν) κβ οὐλ(ὴ) π̣αρὰ γό(νατι) (ἀριστερῶι) 
  καὶ εὔση(μος) ὀφθαλ(μὸν) (ἀριστερὸν) ἔχιν π[α]ρ̣’ [α]ὐτοῦ 
  παραχρῆ(μα) ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) δεκαδύο χρῆσιν ἔ̣ν̣[τ]ο̣κο(ν) κα(ὶ) 
  τειμὴν φασήλ[ου

 16 ] μ̣έτρω(ι) δρό(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) θη[σαυ]ρ̣[ο(ῦ)] τῆς τοῦ Διδύ̣μ̣ο(υ) 
  μητ(ρὸς) τοῦ ὄντος ἐν τῇ Πολυδ(υκείαι) ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Σωτηρείωι 
  τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους) χωρὶς ἄλλω(ν) ὧν̣ ὀ̣φείλει ὁ  . [

h 17 καὶ] ἡ τούτου μήτη̣[ρ Τ]αποντῶς Παποντῶτος (Περσίνη) ὡς (ἐτῶν) νγ 
  οὐ(λὴ) σιαγό(νι) (ἀριστερᾶι) μετὰ κυρί(ου) τοῦ προγεγραμμέ(νου) 
  αὐ(τῆς) υἱο(ῦ) ἀλλήλω̣(ν) ἔ̣νγυοι εἰς ἔκ(τισιν) Μαρωνίδ[ι

 18 ἔχιν παρ’ αὐτῆ]ς̣ χρῆσιν ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) [ἑξ]ή̣κοντα καὶ πυροῦ 
  καθαρο(ῦ) ἀδόλ(ου) (ἀρτάβας) πέντε μέτρω(ι) δρό(μωι) (ἑξαχοινίκωι) 
  τῆς Μαρωνίδ(ος) ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Σωτηρείωι τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους) [

i 19 ] .  Ἡρακλείδηι [Ἡρα]κ̣λείδου ὡς (ἐτῶν) μ ἀσή(μωι) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐτοῦ διὰ 
  μέτρο(υ) χρῆσιν (πυροῦ) καθαρο(ῦ) ἀδόλ(ου) (ἀρτάβας) εἴκοσι̣ 
  [τ]έσσαρε̣ς μέ(τρωι) δ̣ρ̣ό̣(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) ἀποδ(οῦναι) μη(νὶ) 
  Σωτηρείω(ι) το(ῦ) ἐνε(στῶτος) [(ἔτους)

j 20 ] .  δεξι(  ) Ἰσίωνι̣ [ . . ] . .  τῶι προγεγραμμέ(νωι) ὡς (ἐτῶν) λα ο̣ὐ̣(λὴ) 
  δακ(τύλωι) μ̣ικ(ρῶι) χε(ιρὸς) (ἀριστερᾶς) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ μέτρου 
  χρῆσιν πυρο(ῦ) καθαρο(ῦ) ἀδ(όλου) (ἀρτάβας) πέντε τέταρτ(ον) 
  μέτρωι̣ δ̣[ρό(μωι)

k 21 ] Mυσταρίων[ι] Ἀ̣[κο]υ̣σιλάου τοῦ καὶ Μύστου ὡς (ἐτῶν) κα ἀσή(μωι) 
  ἔχιν παρ’ αὐτοῦ τειμὴν οἴνου ν̣έο̣(υ) λ̣η̣ν̣αί̣ο(υ) ἀπὸ γενήματος οὗ 
  καρπωνεῖ ὁ Σι[

 22 κε]ραμίων Ἀρσι(νοιτικῶν) δέ̣[κ]α̣ ἐν χύματι τοῦ αὐ(τοῦ) ἀμπελῶ(νος) 
  ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Καισαρείωι τοῦ ἐνε(στῶτος) (ἔτους) ἐπὶ ληνῶι, τοῦ 
  Μυστ(αρίωνος) χο̣ρ̣η̣(γοῦντος) κέραμον. τὰ δ’ ἄλλα ἀκ[ολούθως.

l 23 ] . .  Π̣τ̣ολεμα̣ίου ὡ̣[ς] (ἐτῶν) λε οὐ(λὴ) δακ(τύλωι) μι[κ(ρῶι)] χε(ιρὸς) 
  (ἀριστερᾶς) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) δ[ι]ὰ̣ χ̣ε(ιρὸς) ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) 
  ἑξήκοντα καὶ ἀντὶ τῶν τούτων τόκων κα(ὶ) δεό(ντων) καὶ ἱματισμο(ῦ) 
  παρέξε[σθαι

 24 ] πά̣ν̣τ̣α̣ τὰ ἐπιτασ ̣[σό]μ ̣ε(να). ἑκάστης δὲ ἡμέρας ἧς ἐὰν μὴ̣ πα̣ρ̣α̣μ̣(είνηι) 
  ἀποτ(εισάτω) (δραχμὴν) α. μ̣ετὰ τὸν χρό(νον) ἀποδότο ἀργυ(ρίου) 
  ⟨(δραχμὰς)⟩  .  καὶ δώσ̣ε̣ι ὁ Δι . . . ο̣(  ) τ̣ῇ̣ παι̣δ(ίσκηι)  . . ο(  ) κ̣α̣ὶ̣ [
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m 25 ] .  καὶ ἡ τούτου γυν̣[ὴ] Ἡρὼι Ὡρίωνος (Περσίνη) ὡς (ἐτῶν) κγ 
  οὐλ(ὴ) εὔση(μος)  . [ 3-4 ] . (  ) κ ̣α̣(ὶ) ὑπόστρ[α]β(ος) μετὰ κ[υ]ρ̣ίο(υ) 
  τοῦ προγεγραμμέν̣ο(υ) αὐ̣(τῆς) ἀ̣ν ̣δρ(ὸς) ἀλλήλ(ων) ἔνγυοι εἰς 
  ἔκτ ̣(ισιν) [Διονυσίωι

 26 -κο]ντα ὀ ̣κτὼ̣ [εἰ]ς̣ τ̣ὴ̣ν̣ τειμὴν κριθῆς ἧς ἠγόρασαν καὶ ἀπ̣[έσ]χηκ̣αν οἱ 
  ὁμο(λογοῦντες) παρὰ τοῦ Διονυσίο(υ) δι̣ὰ μέτρου ἐπὶ κώμη̣ς 
  Αὐ(το)δίκ(ης) τῆς αὐ(τῆς) με(ρίδος) πε̣ . . [

 27 ἀπ]ο̣δώσιν τοὺς ὁμ̣[ο(λογοῦντας) ] τῶι Δι̣ονυσίωι ἐ[ν] ᾧ̣ ᾐτήσαντο 
  εἰς συν̣[πε]ριφορὰν προθεσ̣μ̣ία̣ς̣ μηνὶ Σωτηρε̣ίωι τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους) 
  ἀνυπερθέτως [

n 28 ] . .  ἀμφότ(εροι) Ἰσχυρ̣ί̣[ω]νος καὶ Χαιρᾶς Πτο̣[λ]ε̣μ̣αίου ὡς (ἐτῶν) με 
  οὐλ(ὴ) ὑ[π-  ὀφ]ρὺ(- ) δεξ(ια-) οἱ γ̅ (Πέρσαι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς) 
  ἀλλήλω(ν) ἔνγυοι εἰς ἔκτ(ισιν) Πλουτίωνι Πλουτίωνος χειριστῇ 
  (τοὺς)(?) ὁμολ(ογοῦντας)(?) [

o 29 ὡς (ἐτῶν)] μ̣δ οὐλ(ὴ) γαστρο(κνημίαι) δ̣ε̣[ξι(ᾶι)] ἔχιν παρ’ αὐτοῦ 
  διὰ χειρὸ(ς) ἐξ οἴ(κου) ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) ἑκατ ̣[ὸν] χ̣ρῆσιν ἔντοκον 
  ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Σωτηρείωι τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους). ὑπογ̣ρα̣φ̣ε(ὺς) τῶ[ν 
  ὁμο(λογούντων)

p 30 Διο]ν̣υσίωι Δείου ὡς (ἐτῶν) λ̣ οὐλ(ὴ) μήλ(ωι) (ἀριστερῶι) πεπρα[κ]έ̣ναι 
  αὐ(τῶι) εἰς κοπ̣(ὴν) ξηρασί[αν ἐ]ν̣ τοῖς ὑπάρχο(υσι) τῶι ὁμο(λογοῦντι) 
  περὶ Φιλαγρί(δα) κατοικ(ικοῖς) ἀδ(όλου) χόρτου σὺν̣ φυτ(οῖς) 
  ἀρεστ(οῖς) ἀρο(ύρας) δύο φυ̣ῆ̣(ς)(?) τα̣ . . (  ) ε ̣ . ω̣(  ) [

 31 ὑπὲρ] μ̣ὲν ἐγδ̣ίας ουχ[ . . ]ε̣ρ̣ι̣(  ) δημο(σι- ) χι(̣ρογραφ- ?) γενή(ματος/ 
  -μάτων) τ̣ο̣ῦ̣ διελη(λυθότος) (ἔτους) ἀργ(υρίου) (δραχμὰς) μ, ὑ̣π̣ὲ̣ρ δὲ 
  εὐσεβείας̣ κα̣ὶ̣ ναυβ(ίου) τῶν ὑπαρχό(ντων) αὐ(τῶι) ἐδ̣α̣φ̣ῶν τὰς 
  λοιπ(ὰς) (δραχμὰς) ιϛ. βεβαιοῖ μὲν Ἀ̣κ ̣[

q  32 Πανεσνεὺς — ὡς (ἐτῶν) ] ξδ [οὐ(λὴ)] παρὰ γ̣ό̣(νατι) (ἀ̣ρ̣ι̣σ̣τ̣ε̣ρ̣ῶ̣ι̣) καὶ 
  Ἀρτεμᾶς Ἰσχυ̣ρίω(νος) ὡς (ἐτῶν) λε̣ ο̣ὐ̣(λὴ) ῥ̣ι̣(νὶ) κα(ὶ) Ἰσχυρᾶς 
  Ἀν̣[ου]β̣ίω(νος) ὡς (ἐτῶν) λϛ οὐ(λὴ) γό̣(νατι) (ἀριστερῶι) κα(ὶ) 
  Κουίντος Δ̣ιο̣ν ̣υσίο(υ) ὡς (ἐτῶν) λθ οὐ(λὴ) σιαγό(νι) δ[ε(ξιᾶι)] οἱ 
  [δ] δι[

 33 ὑ]πογραφεῖς τοῦ μ̣ὲ̣ν ὁμο(λογοῦντος) Ἡρακλε̣ίδη(ς) Πτολεμα̣ί(ου) ὡς 
  (ἐτῶν) ξζ οὐ(λὴ) σι(αγόνι) ἐξ (ἀριστερῶν), τῶν δὲ περὶ τ̣ὸν Πανεσνέ(α)  
  Ἰσχυρᾶ(ς) Ἀνουβ̣(ίωνος) ὁ προγε(γραμμένος). τὰ δ’ ἄλλα̣ ἀκο̣λ̣[ούθ]ω̣ς. 
  vacat

r 34 ] ὀφρὺν καὶ Λυκᾶς ὁ̣ καὶ Σωκράτης Ἁρμοδίου ὡς (ἐτῶν) κε ἄση(μος) 
  οἱ β̅ (Πέρσαι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς) ἀλλήλων ἔνγυοι ε̣ἰ̣ς̣ ἔκτ(ισιν) Ἀπολλωνίᾳ 
  Ἀρτε ̣μιδώρου ὡς (ἐτῶν) . [ . ] . . [ . . ] μ̣ετὰ κ[υρίου
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 35 ] μ̣έ̣τ̣ρ̣ω(ι) δρό(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) ἀπο̣[δο]ῦ̣ν̣α̣ι̣ ἐκ νέων μηνὶ 
  Σωτηρείωι τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους). ὑπογ̣[ραφ]ε̣ῖς τ̣[ῶ]ν̣ μὲν 
  ὁμο(λογούντων) Ἡρακλείδη(ς) Πτολεμα̣ί ̣ου ὡς (ἐτῶν) ξ̣ζ̣ [οὐ(λὴ)] 
  σ̣[ι](αγόνι) ἐ̣ξ̣ (ἀ̣ρ̣ι̣σ̣τ̣ε̣ρ̣ῶ̣ν̣), τῶν δ[ὲ

s 36 ]ν̣ει Ἐβένου ὡς (ἐτῶν) ο̣η̣ οὐ(λὴ) ἀντικ(νημίωι) δεξι(ῶι) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐτοῦ 
  διὰ χει̣ρὸ(ς) ἀργυ(ρίου) (δραχμὰς) τεσσαράκ̣[ο]ν̣τ̣α̣ τ̣[έσσ]α̣ρες 
  χρῆσι[ν] ἔ̣ντοκ(ον) κ̣α̣ὶ τειμὴν π̣[υρο(ῦ)] ν̣έο(υ) καθαρο(ῦ) ἀδ̣(όλου) [

t 37 ] . . . .  κα(ὶ) Ἡρακλῆς [Τ]ιθοέους ὡς (ἐτῶν) λγ οὐλ(ὴ) καρπ(ῶι) δεξι(ῶι) 
  πλαγ(ίωι) οἱ β̅ (Πέρσαι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς)? ἀλλήλων ἔνγυοι ε[ἰ]ς̣ ἔκτ(ισιν) 
  Φιλίππωι Φιλίππο(υ) ὡς (ἐτῶν) νδ οὐ(λὴ) ὀφρύ(ι) δε(ξιᾶι) ἔχιν ̣ π̣[α]ρ̣’ 
  [α]ὐ̣(τοῦ) τειμὴ̣[ν

 38 ἐνεστ]ῶ̣τος (ἔτους) χωρὶς ἄ̣[λλ]ω̣(ν) ὧν ὀφείλει ὁ ἱστων(άρχης) 
  ὁμο(λογῶν) Ἡρακλῆς τῶι Φιλίππωι. τὰ δ’ ἄ̣λλα ἀκολο ̣ύ̣θως. vacat 

u  39 ] . . . . . . .  [ἀρ]ι̣σ̣(τερ-) Φιλίππωι Φιλίππο(υ) τῶι προγεραμμ̣έ(νωι) ὡς 
  (ἐτῶν) νδ οὐλ(ὴ) ὀφρύ(ι) δε(ξιᾶι) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ χειρὸ(ς) τειμὴν 
  σινάπ(εως) νέο(υ) κ̣α̣θ̣(αροῦ) ἀδ(όλου) (ἀρταβῶν) τριῶ[ν 

v 40 ] . . . ρ̣ω̣νι̣ Μ̣άρωνος (Πέρσηι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς) ὡς (ἐτῶν) λδ οὐλ(ὴ) 
  γαστ(ροκνημίαι) δεξι̣(ᾶι) καὶ τ̣[ῆ]ι ̣ τούτου γυνα(ικὶ) Πτολέμα(ι) 
  Ἀ[ν]ε̣ι̣κή̣του (Περσίνηι) ὡς (ἐτῶν) κθ ἀσή(μωι) μετὰ κυρί(ου) τοῦ 
  προγ̣εγραμ̣[μένου ἀνδρὸς

 41 ] . . .  τό ̣κ̣ο ̣υ̣ [δραχ]μ̣ιαίο(υ) τῇ μνᾷ τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον ἀπ[ο]δ̣οῦναι μηνὶ 
  Γερμανικείωι τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους). τὰ δ’ ἄλλα ἀκολούθ̣ως. vacat

w 42 ] Φιλίππωι Φ̣ι̣λ̣ί̣π̣[πο(υ)] τῶ̣ι̣ προγεγραμμένω(ι) ὡς (ἐτῶν) νδ οὐ(λὴ) 
  ὀφρ̣ύ̣(ι) [δ]ε(ξιᾶι) ἔχιν παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ χε(ιρὸς) τει̣μὴν σινάπ(εως) 
  (ἀρταβῶν) δύο κα(ὶ) φασή(λου) (ἀ̣ρ̣τ̣ά̣β̣η̣ς ̣) μιᾶς ἀμφ̣ο(τέρων) νέ(ων) 
  καθαρῶ(ν) ἀδ(όλων)  . [

x 43 Ἀπολλω- — ] οὐλ(ὴ) ὑ̣π̣ὲ̣ρ̣ γό(νυ) δεξ̣(ιὸν) Ἡρα̣[κλ]ε̣ί̣δ̣η̣ι ̣Σαραπίωνος 
  ὡς (ἐτῶν) λα̣ ἀσή(μωι) ἔχ̣ιν̣̣ π̣α̣ρ̣’ αὐ(τοῦ) δ̣ιὰ̣̣ χ̣ειρὸ(ς) ἀργυ(ρίου) 
  (δραχμὰς) τε ̣σ̣σαράκοντα χρῆσι(ν) ἔντοκ(ον) καὶ τειμὴν φασ̣ήλ(ου) 
  νέο(υ) καθ[αρο(ῦ) 

 44 ἐ]νε(στῶτος) (ἔτους) χωρὶς ἄ̣λ̣λ ̣ω̣(ν) [ὧν] ὀφείλ(ει) ὁ Ἀ̣πολλω(- ) τῶι 
  Ἡρακλείδη̣ι μενο̣ύσ̣η̣(ς) κυρίας καὶ ἧς ἔχι αὐ(τοῦ) μισθώσεως 
  κλήρου ἐφ’ οἷ(ς) περ̣ι̣έ̣χ(ει). ὑπογ(ραφε- ) τ̣οῦ Ἀπολλω(- ) Ἡρακλεί[δης

y 45  ] (ἀριστερ- ) καὶ̣ ἡ̣ τούτου γυ[νὴ]  . . . αν ̣ο(  ) Σ̣α̣ρ̣α̣π̣ίωνος (Περσίνη) 
  ὡς (ἐτῶν) ν̣ .  [ο]ὐ(λὴ)  . [3-4]φ̣ .  με̣τ̣ὰ κυρί(ου) τοῦ ἀνδ(ρὸς) 
  ἀλλή(λων) ἔνγυο[ι] εἰς ἔκτ ̣(ισιν) Φι̣λ̣ίππω(ι) Φι̣λ̣ί̣ππο(υ) ὡς (ἐτῶν) νδ 
  οὐ(λὴ) ὀφρύ(ι) δε(ξιᾶι) ἔχιν ̣ [παρ’ αὐτοῦ

z  46 Ἀσκλ- — ] . . ν̣ε̣ν . [ . ]π̣ου̣σ̣[ . . ]τ̣ειο̣ς̣ Ἑκά̣τ̣ωνος ὡς (ἐτῶν) νε οὐ(λὴ) 
  ῥι̣(νὶ) μέ(σηι) Ἀφροδισίωι Ἀπίωνος ὡς (ἐτῶν) οζ οὐ(λὴ) καρπ(ῶι) 
  δεξι(ῶι) ἔ̣χ̣ιν̣̣ παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) . . . . κ̣(  )(?)  . . . . [
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 47 ] . .  τειμὴν πυρο(ῦ) ν[έ]ο(υ) κα̣θαρο(ῦ) ἀδό(λου) ἀρταβ(ῶν) τριῶν 
  μέτρω(ι) δρό(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) ἀποδοῦναι μηνὶ Σωτηρείω̣ι̣ τοῦ 
  ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους). ὑπ̣ο̣γ̣(ραφεῖς) τοῦ μὲ(ν) Ἀ̣σκ(λ- ) Κουίντ̣ο̣ς̣ [

1 l. γραφείο(υ), ἐ]πὶ γραφί[ο]υ, ἕως Τῦβ(ι) Preisigke 2 passim l. ἔχειν 4 pas-
sim l. τιμήν 6 l. ἀπέχειν, ἔχει 7 l. ἐγκαλεῖν 8 passim l. ἔγγυοι 11, 44 
l. ἔχει 19, 36 l. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-. ἔχει 19, 36 l. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-χει 19, 36 l. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι- 19, 36 l. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-l. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-. τέσσαρας 24 l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-l. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-. ἀποδότω 27 l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-l. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-. ἀποδώσειν, συμπερι-
φορὰν 31 l. ἐκδείας, l. χει(ρογραφ- ?)

Fragment e
 ] . [
 ] . . . . . [
 ] . σ̣α̣ρ . [
 ] τόκ̣ο̣υ δ̣ρ̣[αχμιαίου
5 κ]αὶ ἡ τού[του 
 ] . ω̣ι ̣δ̣ι ̣λ̣ι̣ο̣υ̣[
 ] ἀ̣ρ̣γ̣υ̣(ρίου)(?) (δραχμὰς)(?)  . . . ε̣[
 τῆ]ς̣ τούτου γυ[ναικὸς
 ] . . .  τι . . . [
10 ] . . . . ι ̣ . [
 ] . σ̣α̣τ̣ . . [
 ] . . . ι̣ . . . . . μ̣[
 ] . . . τ̣ . ι̣ο . ου[
15 ]μ̣ε̣[
          ] . . . [

“[Year X of Imperator Caesar Domitianus Augustus Germanicus… ] the 
writing office of Polydeukeia and Sethrenpaei of the Themistos meris … the 
month Tybi [

a Horos … acknowledges] to Sansneus son of NN, about 50 years old, 
scar below his right cheek, that he has received [from him by measure] a loan 
of wheat [ … and that he will repay in the month of X ] of the present year [at 
the village] of Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak- village] of Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-village] of Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-] of Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-of Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak- Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-Sethrenpaei. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-. Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-Signatories, for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak- for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-for Horos: Harpokration son of Herak- Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-Horos: Harpokration son of Herak-: Harpokration son of Herak-Harpokration son of Herak- son of Herak-son of Herak- of Herak-of Herak- Herak-Herak-
leides, about X years old ... ; and for Sansneus: the aforementioned [

b NN … acknowledges] to Philippos son of Philippos, about 54 years 
old, scar on his right eyebrow, that he has received from him, by hand, an 
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interest-bearing loan of forty (?) drachmas of silver and the price of [X 
artabas] of fresh, clean, unadulterated wheat [

c Maronis … with her guardian], her son Didymos the son of Hierax, 
about 22 years old, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- 22 years old, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-years old, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- old, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-old, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-, scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-scar on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-on his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-his left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- left  knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-left knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-knee and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-and a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- a prominent left  eye, [acknowl-a prominent left  eye, [acknowl- prominent left  eye, [acknowl-prominent left  eye, [acknowl- left  eye, [acknowl-left eye, [acknowl- eye, [acknowl-eye, [acknowl-, [acknowl-acknowl-
edges] to Tapontos the daughter of Papontos, about [53] years old, [scar on 
the left side of her jaw, with her husband NN as guardian … ] on the left (?) 
… that she has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri-that she has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri- she has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri-she has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri- has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri-has received from her an installment of rent and additional contri- received from her an installment of rent and additional contri-received from her an installment of rent and additional contri- from her an installment of rent and additional contri-from her an installment of rent and additional contri- her an installment of rent and additional contri-her an installment of rent and additional contri- an installment of rent and additional contri-an installment of rent and additional contri- installment of rent and additional contri-installment of rent and additional contri- of rent and additional contri-of rent and additional contri- rent and additional contri-rent and additional contri- and additional contri-and additional contri- additional contri-additional contri- contri-contri-
butions for the (property) that Tapontos is leasing, with her aforementioned 
[husband] as surety [ … ] up to and including the month of Mecheir of the 
present year and that Maronis will bring no legal action against Tapontos nor 
her aforementioned husband concerning [

d NN … and NN] son of [—]on, Persians of the epigone, mutual sure-
ties for full repayment, [acknowledge] to Deios son of Sambas, about 22 years 
old, scar below the right side of his jaw, that they have received from him an 
interest-bearing loan of thirty drachmas of silver [ … and that they will repay] 
in the month of Soterios of the present year, regardless of other debts which 
the acknowledging parties have with Sambas, the deceased father of Deios. 
Signatory/-ies [

e NN … ] and his wife Thermoutharion daughter of another Ptolemaios, 
about 30 years old, scar on her left arm, with her aforementioned husband as 
guardian, mutual sureties [for full repayment, acknowledge to Eudaimon … ] 
and one tenth by the public four-choinix measure of the granary that Eudaimon 
is leasing, and that they will repay in the month of Soterios of the present year. 
Signatory for the acknowledging parties: [

f Papontos …] on the right [ … acknowledges] to Dioskoros son of 
Demetrios, tailor, about 32 years old, scar on the little finger of his left hand, 
that he, Papontos, will provide his son Onnophris, likewise a tailor (?) [… ev-
ery] day without cause for punishment wherever Dioskoros orders him. Total 
pay: for the first year, 40 drachmas; for the second year, which is the last year 
[ … ] with Dioskoros being responsible for the taxes on the trade. For each 
day on which he (the boy) is not present, let him (the father) pay a 1-drachma 
penalty. After the expiration of the contract, let Dioskoros present [

g NN … acknowledges] to Didymos son of Hierax, about 22 years old, 
scar on his left knee and a prominent left eye, that he has received from him, 
at once, an interest-bearing loan of twelve drachmas of silver and the price of 
beans [ … ] by the public four-choinix measure of Didymos’ mother’s granary, 
the one in Polydeukeia, and that he will repay in the month of Soterios of the 
present year, regardless of other debts which NN [has with Didymos

h NN … and] his mother Tapontos daughter of Papontos, Persian, about 
53 years old, scar on the left side of her jaw, with her aforementioned son as 
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guardian, mutual sureties for full repayment, [acknowledge] to Maronis [ … 
that they have received from her] a loan of sixty drachmas of silver and five 
artabas of pure, unadulterated wheat, by Maronis’ public six-choinix measure, 
and that they will repay in the month of Soterios of the present year [

i NN … acknowledges] to Herakleides son of Herakleides, about 40 
years old, without distinguishing marks, that he has received from him by 
measure a loan of twenty-four artabas of pure, unadulterated wheat, by the 
public four-choinix measure, and that he will repay in the month of Soterios 
of the present [year

j NN … ] on his right … [acknowledges] to the aforementioned Ision … 
, about 31 years old, scar on the little finger of his left hand, that he has received 
from him by measure a loan of five and a quarter artabas of pure, unadulterated 
wheat, by the public measure [

k NN … acknowledges] to Mystarion son of Akousilaos alias Mystes, 
about 21 years old, without distinguishing marks, that he has received from 
him the price of newly pressed wine from the produce that Si[—] has pur-
chased (καρπωνεῖ) [ … ] ten Arsinoite jars by the measure of the same vineyard 
and that he will repay at the winepress in the month of Kaisareios of the present 
year, with Mustarion providing the jars. The rest accordingly.

l NN … acknowledges to NN] son of Ptolemaios, about 35 years old, 
scar on the little finger of his left hand, that he has received from him, by hand, 
sixty drachmas of silver and in lieu of interest, as well as necessities and cloth-
ing, that he will provide [ the slave NN … ] all the things ordered. For each 
day she (the slave girl) is not present, let him (the son of Ptolemaios) pay a 
1-drachma penalty. After the expiration of the contract, let him pay back the 
X drachmas and NN will give for the slave girl … [

m NN … ] and his wife Hero daughter of Horion, Persian, about 23 
years old, prominent scar … and a noticeable squint, with her aforementioned 
husband as guardian, mutual sureties for full repayment, [acknowledges to 
Dionysios that they have received from him … -]ty eight for the price of barley 
which they, the acknowledging parties, bought and received from Dionysios 
by measure at the village of Autodike in the same meris [ … ] that they, the 
acknowledging parties, will make repayment to Dionysios within the grace 
period that they asked for, in the month of Soterios of the present year, without 
delay [

n NN … and NN … ] both sons of Ischyrion and Chairas son of Ptol-NN … and NN … ] both sons of Ischyrion and Chairas son of Ptol-
emaios, about 45 years old, scar near his right eyebrow, all three Persians of the 
epigone, mutual sureties for full repayment, [acknowledge] to Ploution son of 
Ploution, assistant, that they, the acknowledging parties (?) [
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o NN … acknowledges to NN … about] 44 [years old], scar on his right 
calf, that he has received from him, by hand, from the house, an interest-bear-
ing loan of one hundred drachmas of silver, and that he will repay in the month 
of Sotereios of the present year. Signatory for the [acknowledging parties:

p NN … acknowledges] to Dionysios son of Deios, about 30 years old, 
scar on his left cheek, that he has sold to him for the purpose of cutting and 
drying, from the katoikic land belonging to the acknowledging party near 
Philagris, two arouras with a sufficient crop of unadulterated grass … [ … on 
behalf] of the deficit … public registration (?) … the crops of the previous year, 
40 drachmas of silver, and on behalf of the pious offering and the dike tax for 
the fields belonging to him, the remaining 16 drachmas. NN is guarantor [

q Panesneus son of NN ] about 64 years old, scar by his left (?) knee and 
Artemas son of Ischyrion, about 35 years old, scar on his nose, and Ischyras 
son of Anoubion, about 36 years old, scar on his left knee, and Quintus son of 
Dionysios, about 39 years old, scar on the right side of his jaw, the 4 men [ … ] 
Signatories, for the acknowledging party: Herakleides son of Ptolemaios, about 
67 years old, scar on the left side of his jaw; and for Panesneus and company: 
the aforementioned Ischyras son of Anoubion. And the rest accordingly.

r NN … ] eyebrow, and Lykas, also known as Socrates, son of Harmo-NN … ] eyebrow, and Lykas, also known as Socrates, son of Harmo-
dios, about 25 years old, without distinguishing marks, the 2 men Persians of 
the epigone, mutual sureties for full repayment, [acknowledge] to Apollonia 
daughter of Artemidoros, about … years old, with NN as her guardian [ … ] 
by the public four-choinix measure and that he will make repayment from the 
new (crops) in the month of Sotereios of the present year. Signatories, for the 
acknowledging parties: Herakleides son of Ptolemaios, about 67 years old, scar 
on the left side of the jaw; and for [

s ΝΝ ... acknowledges] to NN son of Ebenos, about 78 (?) years old, scar 
on his right calf, that he has received from him, by hand, an interest-bearing 
loan of forty-four drachmas of silver and the price of new, pure, unadulterated 
wheat [

t NN … ] and Herakles son of Tithoes, about 33 years old, scar on the 
side of his right wrist, the 2 men Persians of the epigone (?), mutual sureties for 
full repayment, [acknowledge] to Philippos son of Philippos, about 54 years 
old, scar on his right eyebrow, that they have received from him the price [ … 
and that they will repay in the month of X] of the present year, regardless of 
other debts that the acknowledging party Herakles, the loom-master, owes to 
Philippos. And the rest accordingly.

u NN … ] on the left  … [acknowledges] to the aforementioned Philip-NN … ] on the left … [acknowledges] to the aforementioned Philip-
pos son of Philippos, about 54 years old, scar on his right eyebrow, that he has 
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received from him, by hand, the price of three artabas of new, pure, unadulter-
ated mustard [

v NN … acknowledges] to [—]ron son of Maron, Persian of the epigone, 
about 34 years old, scar on his right calf, and to his wife Ptolema daughter of 
Aneiketes, Persian, about 29 years old, without distinguishing marks, with 
her aforementioned husband as guardian [that he has received from them … 
x drachmas] at an interest rate of one drachma per mina each month and that 
he will repay in the month of Germanikeios of the present year. And the rest 
accordingly.

w NN … acknowledges] to the aforementioned Philippos son of Philip-NN … acknowledges] to the aforementioned Philippos son of Philip-
pos, about 54 years old, scar on his right eyebrow, that he has received from 
him, by hand, the price of two artabas of mustard and one of beans, both new, 
pure, unadulterated [ …

x Apollo- ... ], scar over his right knee, [acknowledges] to Herakleides 
son of Sarapion, about 31 years old, without distinguishing marks, that he has 
received from him, by hand, an interest-bearing loan of forty drachmas of 
silver and the price of new, pure beans [ … and that he will repay in the month 
of X] of the present year, regardless of Apollo- ’s other debts to Herakleides, 
and with his lease of a plot of land remaining valid under the terms therein. 
Signatory for Apollo- : Herakleides [son of …

y NN … scar] on the left  ... and his wife NN daughter of [—]apion, Per-NN … scar] on the left ... and his wife NN daughter of [—]apion, Per-
sian, about ... years old, scar ... with her husband as guardian, mutual sureties 
for full repayment, [acknowledge] to Philippos son of Philippos, about 54 years 
old, scar on the right eyebrow, that they have received [from him …

z Askl- son of] NN and NN son of Hekaton, about 55 years old, scar 
on the middle of his nose, [acknowledge] to Aphrodisios son of Apion, about 
77 years old, scar on his right wrist, that they have received from him … [ … 
] the price of three artabas of new, pure, unadulterated wheat by the public 
four-choinix measure and that they will repay in the month of Sotereios of the 
present year. Signatories for Askl- : Quintus [son of ...”

1 Only a few fragments of εἰρόμενα preserve the document’s heading. 
In its barest form it was simply the full date of the first contract registered in 
the γραφεῖον during the particular period. For instance, P.Mich. inv. 947.1 
has ἔτους β Τιβερίου Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ μηνὸς Σεβαστοῦ δ̅, followed by two 
contracts, then the day date ε̅ before the third contract.44 Sebastos (Thoth) was 
the first month of the Egyptian year and therefore one presumes that this docu-
ment originally covered the first four months in full. P.Mich. 5.241 has a similar 

44 Husselman (n. 4) 227, confirmed on autopsy.
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heading, but the day is lost in a lacuna. The present εἰρόμενον, however, clearly 
preserves a fuller heading than these examples and a better parallel is P.Mich. 
2.121v, the completely-preserved ἀναγραφή: (ἔτους)  β  Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου 
Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ Γερμανικοῦ / Αὐτοκράτορος. ἀναγραφὴ γραφίο(υ) 
Τεβτ(ύνεως) καὶ Κερκε(σούχων)  Ὄρο(υς). / μη(νὸς) Γερμανικείου γ. πρᾶσις  
Ἡρόδο(υ) πρὸς κτλ. (ll. 1-3).

From this parallel, we might expect the imperial dating formula to have 
stood in the lacuna to the left, perhaps followed by εἰρόμεν]ο̣ν̣45 γ̣ραφί̣ο̣(υ) 
Π̣ο̣λυδευκ(είας) κτλ. Then, in our papyrus, the meris is indicated, after which 
the nome designation perhaps followed, though it would have been heavily ab-
breviated, especially if μερίδος was indeed written out in full: e.g. Ἀρσι(νοίτου) 
νομ(οῦ) or even simply Ἀρσι(νοίτου).46 Finally, following μ̣[η]ν̣ὸ̣ς̣ Τῦβ[ι, we 
would expect the day of the first contract if we follow the Michigan parallels.47

- Σεθρενπάε̣ι: Located near Polydeukeia and Theadelpheia.48 This exact 
spelling of the village name is found elsewhere only in P.Meyer 7, an advance 
sale of black beans also drawn up in the γραφεῖον of Polydeukeia during Domi-γραφεῖον of Polydeukeia during Domi- of Polydeukeia during Domi-
tian’s reign (95 CE: BL 3.106) and the most important parallel for many of the 
contracts abstracted in the present document.49 This contract requires that 
delivery be made ἐπὶ κώμης Σεθρενπάει (l. 16), which is found in the first 
contract of our document (l. 3).

a 2 From ὑπὸ to the beginning of ἔχι ̣ν̣ there are traces of ink above the line; 
on the photograph it is difficult to tell if these are intentional or not.

 - ἔχι ̣ν̣ [παρ’ αὐ(τοῦ) διὰ μέτρου χ]ρ̣ῆσι(ν) πυρο[ῦ: Given the space in-(ν) πυρο[ῦ: Given the space in-ν) πυρο[ῦ: Given the space in-) πυρο[ῦ: Given the space in-πυρο[ῦ: Given the space in-[ῦ: Given the space in-ῦ: Given the space in-: Given the space in-Given the space in-
volved and comparison with the other loans in kind, the previously unattested 
phrase διὰ μέτρου (see l. 19 n.) ought to be supplied here.

45 Preisigke’s ἐ]πί is also possible: see n. 47.
46 Perhaps written like Ἀρσι(νοιτικῶν) in l. 22.
47 F. Preisigke read the first line as follows: ἐ]πὶ γραφί[ο]υ [Π]ολυδευκ(είας) καὶ 

Σεθρενπᾶει τῆς Θεμίσ(του) μερίδ(ος) [ἀπὸ . . . . . . ] ἕως Τῦβ(ι) [μηνὸς τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος 
x (ἔτους) κτλ. (F. Preisigke, Girowesen im griechischen Ägypten, enthaltend Korngiro, 
Geldgiro, Girobanknotariat mit Einschluss des Archivwesens. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte 
des Verwaltungsdienstes im Altertume [Strasbourg 1910] 432). ἐπὶ is possible, but I can-ἐπὶ is possible, but I can- is possible, but I can-
not see his ἕως.

48 Trismegistos Geo, s.v. Sethrempais (http://www.trismegistos.org/place/2122).
49 Unfortunately, this document was destroyed during World War II (http://www.

trismegistos.org/text/11961), so the handwriting and physical features cannot be com-
pared with the present text.
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 3 [ἐπὶ κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re- [ἐπὶ κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-[ἐπὶ κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-ἐπὶ κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re- κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-κώμη]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-]ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-ς Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re- Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-Σεθρενπ(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-(άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-άει), indicating where the wheat should be re-), indicating where the wheat should be re-
turned: cf. P.Meyer 7.16 (Polydeukeia, 95 CE), discussed above in l. 1 n.

 - Ἁρπ̣[ο]κ̣ρ̣ατί(ων): A dative does not make sense here and I presume the 
dark spot above the iota, if meaningful ink, indicates an abbreviation.

b 4 This Philippos son of Philippos also appears as lender/purchaser in t 
(l. 37), u (l. 39), w (l. 42), and y (l. 45). See discussion above.

 - διὰ χειρὸς (oft en with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans- διὰ χειρὸς (oft en with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans-διὰ χειρὸς (oft en with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans- χειρὸς (oft en with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans-χειρὸς (oft en with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans- (often with ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans-ἐξ οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans- οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans-οἴκου) eff ectively signifi es a private cash trans-) effectively signifies a private cash trans-
action, as opposed to a bank transaction.50

 - τ[εσσ]α̣ρακο(  ): Given the range of the loan amounts in this document 
(12-100 drachmas), τ[εσσ]α̣ράκο(ντα) is preferable to τ[εσσ]α̣ρακο(σίας), 
even if the latter cannot be absolutely excluded.

 - χρῆσι(ν) ἔντοκο(ν): “Bearing the conventional interest.”51

c 5-7 Contract c is a receipt for two months’ rent paid in advance. The type 
of property leased is missing or omitted, but was likely an olive or date-palm 
orchard (see note on τὰ ἐξαίρε(τα), l. 7). The contracts finds a close parallel in 
P.Soter. 7 (Theadelpheia, 91 CE), a receipt for rent of a date-palm grove.52 The 
rental payment in such “prodomatic” leases has been understood either as a 
“legal fiction,” designed as “a means for the lessor to pay off some obligation 
to the lessee,”53 or as effectively a covert loan from lessee to lessor,54 in either 
case sometimes indicative of financial stress on the part of the lessor.55 Given 
that Maronis later extends a loan of 60 drachmas and five artabas of wheat 
to Tapontos (h, ll. 17-18), and that her son is also a creditor (g, ll. 15-16), her 
financial position seems to be secure.

 5 Ταπο̣ν̣τ̣[ῶ]τ̣ι̣ Π ̣αποντῶτο̣ς: Almost certainly the same woman as in h, 
based on the patronymic and her association with Maronis (see introduction 
above). Her κύριος here is her husband, as one can deduce from l. 7. In h, 
Tapontos’ son acts as her κύριος, since he is also party to the contract.

50 H. Kühnert, Zum Kreditgeschäft in den hellenistischen Papyri Ägyptens bis Diokle-
tian (Freiburg 1965) 145, and H.-A. Rupprecht, Untersuchungen zum Darlehen im Recht 
der graeco-aegyptischen Papyri der Ptolemäerzeit (Munich 1967) 29-31. On the develop-
ment of this phrase, see Pringsheim 1950 (n. 30) 74-77.

51 See P.W. Pestman, “Loans Bearing No Interest?” JJP 16 (1971) 11.
52 See generally Herrmann (n. 26) 229-235.
53 Kehoe (n. 37) 154.
54 Herrmann (n. 26) 232.
55 J. Rowlandson, Landowners and Tenants in Roman Egypt: the Social Relations of 

Agriculture in the Oxyrhynchite Nome (Oxford 1996) 264-266. Cf. Pringsheim 1950 
(n. 30) 302.
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 6 κατὰ μέρος: Properly, “in installments,” but here “as an installment,” 
indicating that this is only a partial payment of rent. It is not found in other 
receipts for rental payments, but occasionally in similar documents: cf. P.Mich. 
18.792.15 n. (Oxyrhynchos, 221 CE).

 - τὰ ἐξαίρε(τα): Extra payments made in-kind. “In der Regel kommen 
ἐξαίρετον-Abreden bei der Verpachtung von Fruchtgärten, inbesondere von 
Oliven- und Palmengärten vor.”56

 7 The beginning of the line can be restored: ἕως (or μέχρι) Μεχ]εὶρ κα(ὶ) 
αὐ(τοῦ) τοῦ Μεχεὶρ, meaning, “up to and including the month Mecheir” of the 
current year. Since this contract was made in early Tybi, two months’ advance 
rent was paid.

 - τοῦ ἐνεστῶτος (ἔτους): Here and elsewhere one might be tempted to 
read ἐνεστῶτο(ς) ε (ἔτους), but the shape of the final sigma is influenced by 
the following year sign (somewhat similar final sigmas can be seen in μέρος 
[l. 6] and ὄντος [l. 16]). In any case, the honorary month Soterios was only 
introduced in Domitian’s 8th year (see l. 9 n.).

d  8  ]ω̣ν̣ος (Πέρσαι τῆς ἐπιγονῆς): Τhe end of a patronymic (cf. the end of 
Σαραπίωνος, l. 43), before which stood ἀμφότεροι or οἱ β, indicating that the 
borrowers were brothers. For the Πέρσης symbol, see the description above. 
Since the next line continues this contract, we expect an advance sale, a loan 
in kind, or the terms of interest (cf. contract v, l. 41) to follow in the lacuna 
between ll. 8 and 9.

 9  μη̣νὶ Σωτηρείω̣[ι: Th is honorifi c month equates to Pharmouthi un-: This honorific month equates to Pharmouthi un-
der Nero57 and to Payni under Domitian.58 In Pharmouthi, the grain harvest 
had just begun, while Payni is the normal month for the return of loans of 
wheat and barley in the Arsinoite nome, when the grain harvest was wrapping 
up;59 we should therefore equate Soterios with Payni and accordingly date this 
εἰρόμενον to Domitian’s reign. But we can further refine the dating: Soterios 

56 Herrmann (n. 26) 115. See also the fundamental note of A. Berger, Die Strafklauseln 
in den Papyrusurkunden. Ein Beitrag zum gräko-ägyptischen Obligationenrecht (Leipzig-
Berlin 1911) 156, n. 2, and for a recent analysis of such extra payments in Byzantine 
papyri, K.A. Worp, “Deliveries for συνήθεια in Byzantine Papyri,” in T. Gagos and R.S. 
Bagnall (eds.), Essays and Texts in Honor of J.David Thomas (Oakville 2001) 51-68.

57 C. Balconi, “Su alcuni nomi onorifici di mesi nel calendario egiziano,” ZPE 59 
(1985) 88.

58 Balconi (n. 57) 87-88; K. Scott “Greek and Roman Honorific Months,” Yale Clas-
sical Studies 2 (1931) 258.

59 Herrmann (n. 26) 107-08 and H.C. Youtie and O.M. Pearl, P.Mich. 6.375, p. 41.
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(along with Domitianos) was only introduced in Domitian’s 8th year,60 so this 
εἰρόμενον can be dated to the fairly narrow window of 88-96 CE.

 - χωρὶς ἄλλων ὧν ὀφείλουσι: Found also in g (l. 16) and t (l. 38), the 
formula ensures that previous debts are not affected by the new transaction 
(see P.Mich. 12.633.30-31 n. for parallels).

e 11 μέτρω[ι δρ]ό̣(μωι) (τετρα)χ(οινίκωι) θησαυρο̣(ῦ) οὗ ἔχι ἐν μισθ(ώσει) 
ὁ Εὐδα̣ίμων: For leases of granaries, see Chrest.Wilck. 192 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 
94 CE) and the petition P.Mich. 5.226 (Tebtynis, 37 CE), as well as Hussel-
man’s discussion of these texts in relation to the physical remains of granaries 
at Karanis.61 A leased granary was previously unattested in the measurement 
standards clause of contracts. One wonders if the common “granary of so-and-
so” encompassed granaries both rented and owned. For another specific and 
previously-unattested description of granary, see contract g, l. 16, and on the 
different types of χοῖνιξ measures, see R. Mairs’ typological study.62

f 12-14 Contract f is a service or apprenticeship contract in which Pa-
pontos provides his son Onnophris to the tailor Dioskoros for two years at a 
wage (μισθός) of 40 drachmas for the first year (the next year’s salary is lost). 
Dioskoros is to cover the tax on the tailoring trade63 and Papontos faces a one-
drachma fine for each day his son is absent from work (cf. l, l. 24). The possible 
reference to the son already as a tailor (ὁμοί(ως) ἠπητ̣ὴ̣[ν (?), l. 12) and the use 
of παρέξεσθαι in the same line, point to a regular service contract, while the 
(presumably) rising pay scale, which anticipates the boy’s improved skill and 
value, is characteristic of an apprenticeship contract.64

 12 ἠ̣[πητ]ῇ: Restored with reference to the end of line.

60 D. Hagedorn, “Entsprach der Monat Domitianos in Ägypten dem Phaophi oder 
dem Hathyr?” ZPE 159 (2007) 263-264.

61 E.M. Husselman, “The Granaries of Karanis,” TAPA 83 (1952) 66-67.
62 R. Mairs, “An Early Roman Application for Lease of a Date Crop (P. Duk. inv. 85) 

and the ‘Six-Choinix Measure of the Hermeneus,’” ZPE 172 (2010) 186-189.
63 On the χειρώναξιον, see S.L. Wallace, Taxation in Egypt: from Augustus to Diocletian 

(Princeton 1938) 191-213 (pp. 202 and 212 on the meager evidence for taxes specific 
to tailors), and F. Reiter, Die Nomarchen des Arsinoites. Ein Beitrag zum Steuerwesen im 
römischen Ägypten (Paderborn 2004) 111-112.

64 On the close relationship between these types of contracts, see B. Adams, Para-
moné und verwandte Texte. Studien zum Dienstvertrag im Rechte der Papyri (Berlin 
1964) 125-144.
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 - παρέξεσ̣θα̣ι̣: The favored term in service contracts of different types,65 
but found rarely in apprenticeship contracts as well.66

 - After τὸν ἑαυτοῦ we are clearly looking for a relation (family or slave) 
and name in the accusative. The ending -ωφ̣ρ̣ιν, which seems secure, can hardly 
be anything but the name Ὄννωφριν (and the trace between the two gaps is 
probably the first nu), but this leaves little room for υἱὸν. A comparison with 
υἱο(ῦ) in l. 17 suggests that the trace of ink raised above line after the first lacuna 
is a raised omicron, probably giving us υἱο.

 13 ἀ̣κολάστως: A small piece of the main fragment is not in the correct 
position and has been raised in the following image to align the two parts of 
the omega.

The boy must appear for work every day “without cause for punishment.” 
This sense of ἀκολάστως, which usually means “in an undisciplined manner, 
licentiously,” is not recorded in LSJ or DGE67 (both s.v. ἀκόλαστος), but the 
construction can be paralleled with, e.g., ἀμέμπτως.

 - συντάσσητ(αι): The papyrus is also misaligned here. To clarify this 
reading, here is an adjusted image of this word, along with the previous line 
to show that the alignment is correct:

συντάσσω in general relative clauses in contracts is more usual in the Ptolemaic 
period and is rare after Augustus’ reign, occurring thereafter only in Chrest.
Wilck. 443.16 (receipt, 15 CE), P.Oxy. 2.278 (lease of a mill, 17 CE), and P.Mich. 

65 E.g., nursing (C.Pap.Gr. 1.33), service in a pottery (P.Mich. 5.241.25-28), weaving 
(P.Mich. 5.355), general service of slave (C.Pap.Gr. 1.4).

66 P.Oxy.Hels. 29.7 and SB 20.15162.6. The usual verb is ἐκδίδωμι: cf. M. Bergamasco, 
“Le διδασκαλικαί nella ricerca attuale,” Aegyptus 75 (1995) 99-100. παρέχω also appears 
in the clause of apprenticeship contracts requiring daily attendance: Bergamasco (this 
n.) 128, n. 100.

67 F.R. Adrados (ed.), Diccionario Griego-Español (Madrid 1989-2009) via DGE en 
línea (http://dge.cchs.csic.es/xdge/).
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5.266 (conveyance, 38 CE) and 276 (sale, 47 CE). The use of the middle voice 
with the same meaning as the active “order” is rare: P.Mich. 5.276, P.Dion. 33.9, 
and PSI 10.1098.24 are the only other parallels that I have found. The editor 
of the last text did not have parallels at the time, which presumably prompted 
his emendation of the verb to the active voice; the evidence now allows us to 
accept this middle meaning.68

 - μισθο̣ῦ̣ τ ̣ο̣ῦ̣ παντός: In leases, the phrase ἐκφορίου/φόρου τοῦ παντὸς 
is common, but I have not found this exact phrase elsewhere.

 14 ἐὰ̣ν̣ μὴ π̣α̣ρ̣α̣μ̣(είνηι): The reading is difficult, but I believe secure. Cf. 
contract l (l. 24), P.Tebt. 2.384.32 (Tebtynis, 10 CE, apprenticeship contract), 
and P.Mich. 5.355.12 (Tebtynis, ca. 48-56 CE, service contract).

 - με̣τὰ τὸν χρόν̣ο̣(ν) π̣αραδειξάτω ὁ Διόσκ(ορος): The use of this verb 
here does not find precise parallels in the surviving service and apprenticeship 
contracts.69 The clause seems to ensure that the boy will be returned (“present-
ed”) to Papontos at the end of the contract or, if indeed this is an apprenticeship 
contract, “presented” as having learned the skill.

g 16 θη[σαυ]ρ ̣[ο(ῦ)] τῆς τοῦ Διδύ̣μ̣ο(υ) μητ(ρὸς) τοῦ ὄντος ἐν τῇ 
Πολυδ(υκείαι): Another unparalleled description of a granary (cf. contract e, 
l. 11). This level of specification perhaps suggests that Didymos’ mother owned 
more than one granary in the vicinity.

h  17-18 This is almost certainly the same Maronis who acknowledged the 
receipt of rent paid in advance from Tapontos in contract c: see introduction 
above.

 18 μέτρω(ι) δρό(μωι) (ἑξαχοινίκωι) τῆς Μαρωνίδ(ος) must refer to the 
same granary as in l. 16.

i 19 διὰ μέτρο(υ): Also in j (l. 20) and m (l. 26), where it is written out in 
the genitive, and restored in a (l. 2). As far as I can tell, this phrase is unattested 
in published documentary texts, although it also appears in the εἰρόμενον 
P.Fay. 294 descr., col. 1.11, from Euhemereia, images of which are available 
through the Photographic Archive of Papyri in the Cairo Museum.70 It shows 
up occasionally in literature, but the meaning “in meter” is of course irrelevant 

68 On other uses of συντάσσω, see J.D. Thomas, “A note on SB X 10728 and some uses 
of συντάσσω,” ZPE 160 (2007) 208-210.

69 παραδείκνυμι in contracts is more often found in Ptolemaic leases in the clause 
guaranteeing that the land be returned in suitable condition (e.g., P.Tebt. 1.105.25).

70 http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/4DLink4/4DACTION/IPAPwebquery?vPub=P.Fay.&v 
Vol=&vNum=294, accessed August 29, 2013.



104 W. Graham Claytor

here. Alternatively, one could read διαμέτρου. The word διάμετρον, however, 
appears in only four texts, all from the third century BCE, and none offers a 
promising parallel.71 In our papyrus, the phrase appears only in in-kind loans 
and in each such loan that has this part of the abstract preserved. In this con-
tract, j, and where I have restored it in a, it appears after παρ’ αὐτοῦ, which 
is where we find the common phrase διὰ χειρός in money loans and advance 
sales. I therefore suggest that διὰ μέτρου is emulating this well-known formula 
and indicates the manner of delivery. We might also compare the collation of 
ἔχειν and παραμεμετρῆσθαι in in-kind loans from Oxyrhynchus (e.g., P.Mert. 
1.14, 103 CE).

j 20 Since the contract began on this line, it is difficult to see how Ision 
could already have been mentioned. Was he the father of the borrower? Is this 
a mistake? Or perhaps a reference internal to the εἰρόμενον? Cf. Philippos son 
of Philippos, involved in five contracts, who is described as “aforementioned” 
in ll. 39 and 42, in the same position of the contract as here.

k 21-22 Contract k is an advance sale of wine, a close parallel for which is 
P.Athen. 23 (Theadelpheia, 82 CE). See the general discussion above.

 21 οἴνου ν̣έο̣(υ) λ̣η̣ν̣αί̣ο(υ): Cf. P.Athen. 23.11-12. The adjective ληναῖος 
is rare, securely attested only in this parallel passage and twice in abstracts of 
bank διαγραφαί from the second-century Arsinoite (P.Ross.Georg. 2.18.262 
and P.Ross.Georg. 2.36.10). It should be connected to the more common phrase 
παρὰ ληνόν, which is attested in all periods.72 The editor of P.Athen. 23 inter-
preted οἶνος ληναῖος as “κρασὶ καινούργιο ἀπὸ τὸ βαρέλι” (ll. 11-12 n.) and 
the editor of the bank διαγραφαί offered “Fasswein (?).” These interpretations 
rest on the assumption that ληνός often denoted a storage vat of some sort, 
distinct from the press, but D. Rathbone has made a strong case for interpret-
ing it as “the area with a raised border in which the grapes were trodden or 
pressed,” by extension meaning the “wine-press as a whole,” and even the wine 
therefrom.73 For technical and economic reasons, most Egyptian wine was 

71 P.Hib. 1.110.14; P.Cair.Zen. 3.59333.31 and 75; P.Cair.Zen. 4.59669.12; and P.Corn. 
3. The editors of the first text pointed to Plut. Vit.Dem. 40, where the word means sol-
diers’ “rations,” but settled on “difference of measure,” an equivalent of διάφορος. The 
editor of P.Cair.Zen. 3.59333 noted that in his examples, “it cannot refer to a difference 
between two standards of measure, because both quantities received those given out 
are measured by the ἀνηλωτικόν” (l. 31 n.). Finally, the editors of P.Corn. 3, returned 
to the original parallel in Plutarch and tentatively interpreted διάμετρον as a payment 
for police protection.

72 On such contractual descriptions of wine, see Jakab, Risikomanagement (n. 35) 125.
73 Rathbone (n. 37) 254.
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transferred straight from the press into jars and not aged for very long at all 
(an aged Egyptian wine that had not become sour or spoiled was a rare and 
valued commodity).74 In the present case, then, wine that is “new” and “from 
the ληνός” should specify the common process by which the vintage, fresh 
from the treading or pressing vat, was put straight into κέραμοι (l. 22), and not 
stored away in an intermediate stage.

 - ἀπὸ γενήματος οὗ καρπωνεῖ ὁ Σι[: Cf. P.Athen. 23.12-14. On the ar-
rangements of a καρπωνεία, see the discussion above. The verb is found only in 
P.Athen. 23, P.Oxy. 4.728, and PSI 7.814. In the latter two cases, the active form 
of the verb means “to sell the produce of,” with ἀρούρας as its object (P.Oxy. 
4.728.1-8), and the middle form means to “purchase the produce;”75 but in 
P.Athen. 23 the subject of καρπωνέω is the party selling the produce in advance 
and thus he must have rights to the produce. The editor’s interpretation (ll. 12-
14 n.) that the role of the active and middle voices has been switched in this 
case, however, I believe is not quite satisfactory. The other examples employ 
past tenses of the verb, indicating that the transaction has been completed (as 
is natural in contracts that give legal validation to agreements already made). 
The present form in P.Athen. 23, then, would have to mean that the agreement 
was being transacted at that very moment (whether buying or selling), which is 
not possible, since the subject of καρπωνέω is agreeing to dispose of a crop that 
he already has rights to. The verb in the Athens text and the current example, 
therefore, should mean “be a καρπώνης over, have rights of καρπωνεία over.”

 22 κε]ραμίων Ἀρσι(νοιτικῶν): A poorly attested measure. See P.Sijp. 44.7 
n., where the editor suggests the possibility that it equals the six-χοῦς μετρητής/
μέτρον Ἀρσινόης of the Ptolemaic period. In the Roman period, we find the 
Oxyrhynchite four-χοῦς κεράμιον (PSI 12.1249.20) and a four-χοῦς measure 
in P.Oslo. 2.43.1, SB 6.9569.14, 18, and 26, and SB 16.12515.37.

- ἐν χύματι τοῦ αὐ(τοῦ) ἀμπελῶ(νος): Cf. P.Athen. 23.15. The pouring of the 
wine into κεράμια Ἀρσινοιτικά is to take place at the same vineyard (named 

74 Rathbone (n. 37) 253-258. Cf. the labor contract P.Oxy. 47.3354.16-17 (257 
CE), where the tasks include “testing the jars destined for the annual wine” (τὴν τῶν 
χωρούντων εἰ⟨ς⟩ τὸν κατ’ ἔτος οἶνον κούφων κομπασίαν), which is mentioned just after 
work relative to the ληνός (ll. 15-16) and just before the filling of the jars with wine (l. 
17), suggesting that the jars were filled directly from or at the ληνός. The jars are then 
placed in the ἡλιαστήριον (for fermentation and decanting: see Jakab, [n. 35, 2009] 
24-27) and watched over until disposed of (ll. 17-18). A further stage of the process for 
wines destined for more distant markets is reflected in P.Sarap. 56.27-28: φορέ̣(τρου) 
κε̣(ραμίων) αἰρο(μένων) ἀπὸ ἡλ̣ι̣σ ̣τ(ηρίου) εἰς πλοῖον ὀβ(ολοὶ) ϛ.

75 Cf. Pringsheim (n. 30) 305-306.
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in the lacuna, or at least in the original contract: cf. P.Athen. 23.13-14). This 
protects the contracting parties with an additional layer of precision and can 
be paralleled to the mention of a specific θησαυρός after the χοῖνιξ measure 
in grain contracts.76 For χύμα in the sense of “liquid measurement,” cf. PSI 
12.1249.26-27 and 1250.5-6, where μέτρῳ ᾧ τὸ ὅλον γένημα ἐξαντλεῖται is 
parallel to ἐν χύματι ᾧ κτλ., as the editor notes (PSI 12.1250, pp. 52-53). The 
editor of P.Athen. 23 arrived at the meaning of “measurement” by comparing 
the phrase χύματι δικαίῳ77 with μέτρῳ δικαίῳ, σχοινίῳ δικαίῳ, etc. Cf. also CPR 
14.4.11 (sixth century CE), χύματι τῷ ἐμῷ χωρίῳ (l. τοῦ ἐμοῦ χωρίου) with the 
editor’s note. In another advance sale of wine, perhaps from the Delta, we find 
a personal μέτρον οἰνικόν: P.Oslo 2.43.3-4 (140-141 CE, Prosopite ?).

 - μηνὶ Καισαρείωι: Equals Mesore,78 the usual month for the vintage.

 - ἐπὶ ληνῶι, τοῦ Μυστ(αρίωνος) χο̣ρ̣η̣(γοῦντος) κέραμον: Cf. P.Athen. 
23.18-19. Ensuring that there were enough containers for the vintage was a 
perennial problem.79 κέραμον is a collective singular, as is common for raw 
materials and products thereof.80

 - τὰ δ’ ἄλλα ἀκ[ολούθως: Cf. ll. 33, 38 and 41, where the empty spaces 
after the phrase indicate that new contracts were begun on a new line. The 
phrase means “and the rest accordingly,” indicating that further clauses of the 
contract have not been included in the abstract, but are still valid. This phrase 
ends most contract abstracts in P.Mich. 2.121r (see p. 21).

l 23-24 Contract l provides for the service of a slave girl in exchange for 
interest on a sixty-drachma loan.81 The employer/lender must provide neces-
sities and clothing for the duration of the contract, the girl must do everything 
ordered of her. For every day the girl is absent, the owner/borrower has to pay a 
one-drachma fine. The stipulations at the end of l. 24 present some difficulties.

76 Pace BL 3.217: “ἐν χύματι τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἀμπελῶνος bezeichnet die Qualität des zu 
liefernden Weins.”

77 The editor notes the occurrence of this phrase in a handful of Byzantine documents, 
but it also appears in the second-century Arsinoite at P.Ross.Georg. 2.36.11 (mentioned 
above, l. 21 n.).

78 Scott (n. 58) 253-54.
79 Jakab (n. 35, 2009) 13-17.
80 Mayser, Gram. 2.1.44-45.
81 For a detailed discussion of παραμονή contracts, see Adams (n. 64) and J. Hengstl, 

Private Arbeitsverhältnisse freier Personen in den hellenistischen Papyri bis Diokletian 
(Bonn 1972) 9-34. For a good example of a nearly-complete contract of this type, see 
P.Mich. 10.587.
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m 25-27 Contract m is a sale of barley on credit with an extension to the 
date of repayment. Before the Byzantine period, sales on credit generally “re-
solved into two separate contracts, the cash sale with a fictitious receipt for the 
price and the loan contract with a fictitious receipt for the money lent.”82 The 
present contract likely took the form of a loan, but ll. 26-27 shows that Hero 
and her husband “purchased and received” barley from Dionysios and that 
the “price” (the fictitious loan) was to be paid after the harvest. This later date 
of payment was granted as an “indulgence of the due date” (συν̣[πε]ριφορὰν 
προσθεσ̣μ̣ία̣ς̣), i.e., a grace period for repayment, a contractual arrangement 
for which there is only one exact parallel (see l. 27 n.).

 25 οὐλ(ὴ) εὔση(μος)  . [ 3-4 ] . (  ) κ̣α̣(ὶ) ὑπόστρ[α]β(ος): οὐλὴ εὔσημος 
appears only in two early Ptolemaic documents (CPR 18.14.296 and P.Petr.2 

1.24.14). Probably the scar is near the eye or perhaps οὐλ(ή) was written out 
of habit and only a prominent or bulging eye is meant. Cf. P.Mich. 5.321.2-
3: εὔσημος ὀφθαλμῶι δεξ[ιῶι] κ ̣αὶ | ὑποκεχυμένος τὸν ἄλλον ἀριστερὸν 
ὀφθαλμόν.

 26 Αὐ(το)δίκ(ης): Autodike in the Themistos meris, probably in the 
southern part of the meris, near the border with the Polemon.83 It is listed im-
mediately before or after Polydeukeia in two Ptolemaic administrative texts 
(P.Petr. 3.81; P.Teb. 3.2.1028) and a Roman land cadastre of 216 (P.Strasb. 7.688, 
col. 1), and had a granary in both the Ptolemaic and Roman (SB 10.10528) 
periods.

 27 ἐ[ν] ᾧ̣ ᾐτήσαντο εἰς συν̣[πε]ριφορὰν προθεσ̣μ̣ία̣ς̣ μηνὶ Σωτηρε̣ίωι: 
P.Mich. 9.568-569, re-edited with the aid of new fragments by P. Heilporn,84 
offers a direct parallel. Lines 9-12 in the new edition of 569 read: ἐπάναγκον 
τὴν ὁμολογοῦσαν Τ[α]ευ[ήμ]ερον̣ ἀ ̣πο̣|[δ]ώ̣σε[ιν τ]ῷ Μάρ[κ]ωι Ἀνθεστίωι 
Γεμέλλωι ἐν αἷς̣ ᾐτήσ ̣α̣τ̣ο̣ αὐτὸν | ε ̣ἰς σ ̣[υν]π̣εριφ[ορ]ὰν τῆς ἀποδόσεως ἡμέραις 
π[έ]ντε ἀπ̣ὸ τῆς προκει|[μένης.85 The editor offers a clear description of the 
arrangement: “une συμπεριφορά est un délai accordé pour le remboursement 
d’une dette de par la bonne volunté et l’indulgence du créditeur” (l. 11 n., with 
additional references), although I do not think the word alone had acquired 
such a technical sense, even in these contracts, because in both cases an objec-

82 Pringsheim (n. 30) 245. See pp. 244-268 generally for sales on credit.
83 Trismegistos Geo, s.v Autodike (http://www.trismegistos.org/place/383).
84 P. Heilporn, “Une vieille dette. P. Mich. IX, 568-569 et autres papyrus du grenier 

C123 de Karanis,” CdÉ 85 (2010) 249-262.
85 Cf. BGU 1.50.9-11 (Arsinoite, 115 CE), where the extension of the προθεσμία 

is rendered: ἠρώτησά σαι συνχ|ωρῆσέ μοι πρ⟨ο⟩θεσμίαν ἕως τῆς τρια|κάδος τοῦ 
Φαμενὼθ κτλ.
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tive genitive (τῆς ἀποδόσεως, προθεσμίας) is added to specify what exactly the 
συμπεριφορά refers to. The word should thus have retained its ethical meaning 
and connotations. Legally, only the new προθεσμία was pertinent, but refer-προθεσμία was pertinent, but refer- was pertinent, but refer-
ence to the creditor’s generosity was considered important enough to include 
in these two contracts.86

n 28 Ploution is described as a χειριστής, an “assistant” of a tax official87 or 
on a private estate.88

 - (τοὺς)(?) ὁμολ(ογοῦντας)(?): Given the position of ὁμολ(  ), we might 
expect it to be the subject of the indirect statement, referring back to the the 
three ὁμολογοῦντες described in the previous line. The infinitive verb would 
follow in the lacuna. The symbol preceding ὁμολ(  )does not, however, resem-ὁμολ(  )does not, however, resem-(  )does not, however, resem-
ble the common abbreviations of the oblique cases of the article, which often 
consist of a quick, v-shaped tau followed by a raised omicron or a two-stroke 
eta.89

p 30-31 Contract p might at first glance appear to be a sale of two arouras 
of klerouchic land (πεπρακέναι ... ἀρο(ύρας) δύο), but since one does not sell 
but rather “concedes” (παραχωρεῖν) such land, and on account of the refer-παραχωρεῖν) such land, and on account of the refer-) such land, and on account of the refer-
ences to labor (εἰς κοπ̣(ὴν) ξηρασί[αν) and the quality of the crop (ἀδ(όλου) 
χόρτου σὺν̣ φυτ(οῖς) ἀρεστ(οῖς)), it becomes clear that it is actually the crop 
that is being sold.90 Green crops seem to be especially prone to such contractual 
Mischtypen:91 e.g., P.Hamb. 1.71 (Philadelpheia, 149 CE), P.Tebt. 2.379 (128 CE), 

86 This added “narrative” might be compared with the ἐπεί clauses found in cheirog-
rapha, giving the causa for the transaction. See D.M. Ratzan, “A Draft of a Rider to a 
Cession Contract” in R. Ast, H. Cuvigny, T.M. Hickey, and J. Lougovaya (edd.), Papy-
rological Texts in Honor of Roger S. Bagnall (Durham 2013) 267-276 (P.Bagnall 47) for 
a discussion and list of such clauses.

87 Wallace (n. 63) 306 and 309-311.
88 Rathbone (n. 37) 62.
89 See the εἰρόμενον P.Dubl. 7.10 (plate 7) for τοὺς ὁμολογοῦντας in this position. If 

the ὁμολ(  ) is indeed part of the accusative subject, other possibilities to consider are 
τοὺς αὐτοὺς ὁμολογοῦντας, αὐτοὺς τοὺς ὁμολογοῦντας, and τοὺς γ ὁμολογοῦντας.

90 On the classificatory difficulties that Greek law had with such advance sales of 
crops and the concomitant intermixture of legal forms, see Pringsheim (n. 30) 296-309, 
especially 303. Cf. the καρπωνεία P.Oxy. 4.728, discussed above in l. 21 n.

91 On which see in general Rupprecht (n. 30).
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and P.Oxy. 4.728 (Thosbis, 142 CE).92 The present contract seems to mix the 
forms of the latter two documents: the Tebtynis contract has πεπράκαμε﹤ν﹥ 
... χόρτον εἰς κοπὴν | καὶ ξηρασ[ί]αν (ll. 6-9), while the Oxyrhynchite text has 
ἐκαρ]πώνησαν ... χόρτου ἀρούρας τρεῖς (ll. 1-8).93 The references in the next 
line to payments for arrears and taxes, combined with difficult readings in both 
lines, further complicate the picture.

 30 ἐ]ν̣ ... κατοικ(ικοῖς): Scil. ἐδάφεσι or κλήροις.

 - Φιλαγρί(δα): A village in the south of the Themistos meris, identified 
with modern-day Hamuli.94

 - χόρτου: “Grass” or “green crop” in general, generally grown for dry 
fodder, as here.95

 31 ἐγδ̣ίας: Often associated with shortfalls related to the collections of 
σιτολόγοι (BGU 3.908.27 and 976.19), but it also appears in the context of 
estate management (P.Vind.Tand. 10.48; BGU 2.650.16).

 - δημο(σι- ) χι̣(ρογραφ- ?): Perhaps δημο(σιώσεως) χι(ρογράφου) (l. 
χειρογράφου). Alternatively, we may take the raised letter in second word as 
a rho with almost no head (cf. that of κυρί(ου), l. 40) and read δημο(σίου) 
χρ̣(ηματισμοῦ). Both phrases would refer to the public registration of a pre-
existing cheirograph between the parties.96

 - εὐσεβείας̣: One is tempted to read ἀρταβείας, so commonly paired with 
the ναύβιον, but the reading is clear. Not discussed in Wallace (n. 63), the 
poorly attested εὐσέβεια, or “piety” levy, seems to have been irregularly raised 
for the benefit of the temples. See the evocative letter P.Mert. 2.63, in which 
Herennia informs her father that certain people “are trying to collect from 
all directions for the ‘Piety’ of the temple of Souchos, from everyone, even 
Romans and Alexandrians and settlers in the Arsinoite.”97

 - ναυβ(ίου): A common money tax assessed on different classes of land 
for the upkeep of dikes: Wallace (n. 63) 59-61.

92 All discussed with relevance to the present text at Pringsheim (n. 30) 301-307.
93 Cf. also the abstract of a similar contract, framed as a lease, in the Michigan 

εἰρόμενον: P.Mich. 2.121r, col. 3.x.
94 Trismegistos Geo, s.v. Philagris (http://www.trismegistos.org/place/1766).
95 M. Schnebel, Die Landwirtschaft im hellenistischen Aegypten (Munich 1925) 212.
96 On this procedure, see Wolff (n. 4) 129-135.
97 Translation: R.S. Bagnall and R. Cribiore, Women’s Letters from Ancient Egypt, 300 

BC-AD 800 (Ann Arbor 2006) 127.
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 - βεβαιοῖ μὲν Ἀ̣κ̣[: Th e fi rst party guarantees the agreement, likely ensur-: The first party guarantees the agreement, likely ensur-
ing that the land is free from public and private dues not accounted for in the 
contract. Cf., e.g., P.Mich. 5.311.22-24: καὶ βεβαιοῖ ὁ Ὧρος (the lessor) τὴν 
| μίσθωσιν ἀπὸ δημοσίων καὶ εἰδιω|τικῶν καὶ παντὸς εἴδους. The abstracts 
P.Mich. 2.126.27 and P.Mich. 2.121r, col. 3.x.2 retain only βεβαιοῖ, as in the 
present example.

q 33  Ἡρακλε̣ίδη(ς) Πτολεμα̣ί(ου): The same man as in r, the next contract, 
and perhaps x. See introduction above.

r 35  ἐκ νέων: Scil. γενημάτων.

 - Ἡρακλείδη(ς) Πτολεμα̣ί̣ου ὡς (ἐτῶν) ξ̣ζ̣ [οὐ(λὴ)] σ̣[ι](αγόνι) ἐ̣ξ̣ 
(ἀ̣ρ̣ι̣σ̣τ̣ε ̣ρ̣ῶ̣ν̣). The personal description in this line is much obscured, but likely 
the same as that in l. 33, as a comparison suggests.

 (l. 33)

 (l. 35)

t 38 ὁ ἱστων(άρχης) ὁμο(λογῶν) Ἡρακλῆς . The word order is strange. 
Perhaps the purpose of mentioning a title is to distinguish this Herakles from 
his partner, Herakles son of Tithoes. If the resolution is correct, this is the 
earliest datable reference to a ἱστωνάρχης, whose role vis-à-vis the state and 
the textile economy is still unclear.98

v 41 τό̣κ̣ο̣υ̣ [δραχ]μ̣ιαίο(υ) τῇ  μνᾷ  τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-(υ) τῇ  μνᾷ  τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-υ) τῇ  μνᾷ  τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-) τῇ  μνᾷ  τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-τῇ μνᾷ τὸν μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in- μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-μῆνα ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in- ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-ἕκαστον: Th e regular 12% in-: The regular 12% in-
terest rate; elsewhere only ἔντοκος appears.

 - μηνὶ Γερμανικείωι: Equals Pachon.99

98 See K. Dross-Krüpe, Wolle – Weber – Wirtschaft. Die Textilproduktion der römisch-
en Kaiserzeit im Spiegel der papyrologischen Überlieferung (Wiesbaden 2011) 160-163, 
for a list of attestations, along with discussion and earlier literature.

99 Scott (n. 58) 249-251 and Balconi (n. 57) 84-87.
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x 43-44  Herakleides and Apollo- clearly have a close financial relationship: 
besides the present loan and advance sale (l. 43), Apollo- has other debts to 
Herakleides and is leasing a plot of land from him (l. 44).

 44  ἐφ’ οἷ(ς) περ̣ι̣έ̣χ(ει): Cf. the περί in l. 30; the iota and epsilon must have 
been squeezed together unless the scribe simply wrote περιχ or περεχ. On the 
phrase, see P.Mich. 18.792.23-24 n. for discussion and references.

y 45  ὡς (ἐτῶν) ν̣ . : The two hastas of the nu are visible. Cf. (ἐτῶν) νε, im-ἐτῶν) νε, im-) νε, im-νε, im-, im-
mediately below in l. 46.

2. “She Does What She Wants”: A Letter Between Siblings

P.Cair. 10862 4 fragments Batn el-Harit (Theadelpheia)
P.Fay. 344 verso (frag. d: 25 x 20.8 cm) II CE

The verso preserves writing only on the main fragment (d). The papyrus 
was already in poor condition at the time of writing, as evidenced by the holes 
avoided by the writer.100 The hand is a thick semi-cursive that, while not com-
pletely unpracticed, certainly lacks rhythm and regularity. Its irregularities 
strongly mark it as a personal hand,101 rather than that of a trained scribe. The 
beginnings of the two lines of the address affect some flair102 and are written 
more carefully, but by the ends of both lines the hand is indistinguishable 
from the bulk of the text. Later lines show a similar pattern of careful begin-
nings and progressing haste. The uniqueness of the hand makes it difficult to 
date palaeographically. It has some similarities to that of BGU 2.602 (second 
century CE), though written more quickly and with more irregularities, and it 
evokes some possibly later hands, such as that of P.Fay. 130 (third century CE). 
The language of the letter is lively and colloquial, with much direct quotation. 
Phonetic spellings abound, most prominently in the interchange of αι for ε,103 
which occurs in a variety of positions, most frequently as the past augment (ll. 

100 The tear between the mu and omicron of μοι in l. 14 is avoided in this and the 
next two lines and was therefore present at the time of writing. Lines 22-23 are slightly 
indented because of a tear in the papyrus. The hole after εἴσχυσα is also ancient, break-εἴσχυσα is also ancient, break- is also ancient, break-
ing ἔμε into two in the next line as well. In l. 11, the raised omega suggests that there 
was perhaps a (smaller) hole here originally.

101 On which see Bagnall and Cribiore (n. 97) 45.
102 The stylized alpha in the second line strongly resembles the opening alpha in 

P.Giss. 20 (ca. 117-118), and, while there are some other similarities, the Giessen hand 
is much more fluid and practiced.

103 Gignac, Gram. 1.193.
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3, 8, 9, 14). Other common features are vowel quantity interchanges (omicron 
for omega), iotacism, and superfluous iota adscript.

Because of its orthographic and palaeographic irregularities, the letter 
presents many challenges of reading and interpretation. The basic outline 
is clear enough: Ptolemais writes about personal and business affairs to her 
brother Papirianus, who has gone upcountry (l. 8) to the “metropolis” (l. 21) 
of the nome, Arsinoe. The pair had a close working relationship and shared 
interests, since Ptolemais refers to instructions that Papirianus had given (ll. 
3 and 9), either in a previous letter or orally, before leaving, and updates him 
on matters of family business. Their shared interests and the general tone of 
the letter prompt the suspicion that Ptolemais and Papirianus were perhaps 
united in a sibling marriage.104 

Foremost in Ptolemais’ mind is the behavior of a certain Talbaeis, refer-
ence to whose recalcitrance opens and closes the letter. Ptolemais is clearly 
annoyed with Talbaeis’ independent behavior – “she does what she wants” (l. 4) 
– but only gives vague reference to the circumstances. Talbaeis’ position within 
the family remains elusive. Is she a misbehaving daughter? A stubborn slave? 
It has even been suggested to me that Talbaeis is not a person at all, but rather 
a domestic animal.105 The only thing that can be said with certainty is that her 
behavior was not matching Ptolemais’ expectation of obedience. Business with 
three other individuals occupies the middle portion of the letter and one of the 
concerns here seems to be raising funds, a perennial problem among villagers.

Ptolemais comes off as a strong-willed, opinionated woman, who had 
clearly taken on a degree of authority over family business while Papirianus 
was out of town, a common enough scenario for wives in Roman Egypt (if 
indeed they were married). Her focus on Talbaeis’ behavior is fascinating, but 
tantalizing since we know nothing further about their relationship.

 Πτολεμαὶς Παπιριανῶι 
  τῶι ἀδελφ\ῷ/ χαίρειν. 
 Τάλβα̣εις, ὡς αἰναιτίλωι \αὐ[τ]ῇ/ περὶ τῆς 
 οἰκίας, ὑπάγει ἔξω̣ι̣ καὶ ὃ θέλι ποιεῖ, 
5 ἀλλὰ καὶ̣ ἐὰν αὐτῇ εἴπο ὅτι “μὴ κειν̣ο̣ῦ̣.” 

104 That this is an actual sibling relationship I believe is confirmed by the third-party 
reference in l. 13 (see n.).

105 Named animals of course do appear in documents (e.g., P.Abinn. 60), and a horse is 
greeted by name in P.Mich. 8.482. The vocabulary used in regard to Talbaeis (especially 
ἐλαύνω and the word beginning τραχηλ) does prompt the suspicion that an animal is 
being discussed, but I think the instructions referred to in ll. 3-4 all but exclude this 
interpretation.
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 τω̣ . σδελ̣οιδε̣ . ε̣ν̣και οὐχ ἴσχυσ̣ . 
 τὴν δέρ̣ιν. διὸ̣ κ̣α̣ὶ̣ γ̣ρ̣ά̣φωι σοι, κύρ̣ιε, 
 εἵν’ εἰδῇς̣ τ̣α̣ . . . α̣ . αποτ̣ε̣ ἀναίβης. 
 ὡς ἐνα[ι]τίλωι μ̣οι περὶ τοῦ χ̣αλκοῦ̣, “ἐ̣ξ̣ 
10 οὗ ἔχις [ . . ]ι̣ναι . . ησι τὴν γυναῖκα 
 τοῦ Πασί̣ω̣(νος),” ἀπῄτηκα αὐτὴν ἀρτάβην 
 μίαν. ἔλεγαί μ̣οι̣ ὅτι “ὁ̣ς καταβῇ 
 ὁ ἀδελφό̣ς σου καὶ δώσω τὴν̣ ἄλλην.” 
 Ζωιλᾶς οὐκ αἴδωκαί μοι χα̣λ̣κῆ̣ν 
15 περ̣ὶ τῶν πλίνθων. λέγει μοι ὅ̣τι “ο̣ὐ̣κ̣ 
 ἀ̣π ̣ε̣ξηρ̣άνθη,” καὶ πρ̣ὸ̣ς̣ Ὀνήσιμ(ον) ἀπ̣ῆλθα̣. 
 ο̣ὐχ εὗρεν αὐτόν· παρὰ σο̣ί ἐσ̣τὶν ἐν 
 [τ]ῇ πόλ(ει). ὡ̣ς̣ σήμ(ερον) Τάλβαείς ἐστιν ἔ̣ξ̣ω {εστιν}. 
 ἐὰν εἴπο αὐτῇ ὅτι “ . ι̣ . . αι ἐν̣τ̣ά̣δε,” 
20 λόγον μοι οὐκ ἔχει καὶ α . . κ̣υρευ- 
 ει. ἤμελλ̣ων αἰλάσε \αὐτὴν/ εἰς τὴν̣ μ̣η̣τ ̣ρ̣όπ̣ολ(ιν) 
 πρὸς σέ̣· \οὐ⟨χ⟩/ εἴσχυσα αὐτὴν ἐλά̣σ̣ε̣ 
 τραχηλ . .  πρὸς ἐμέ. ἐρρῶσ̣θέ 
   σε εὔχομ(αι), ἄ̣δ̣ε̣λ̣φε̣.

1 παπϊριανωι pap. 3, 9 l.  ἐνετείλω 4 l. ἔξω, θέλει 5 l. εἴπω, κινοῦ 6  l. 
οὐκ 7 l. Γράφω 8. l. ἵν’, ἀνέβης 10 l. ἔχεις 11 πασι ̣ω̣ pap. 12 l. ἔλεγε, 
ὡς 14  l. ἔδωκε 19 l. εἴπω, ἐνθάδε 21 l. ἔμελλον, ἐλάσαι 22 l. ἴσχυσα, 
ἐλάσαι 23 l. ἐρρῶσθαί

“Ptolemais to her brother Papirianus, greetings.
Talbaeis – as you instructed her about the house – she goes out and does 

what she wants, even if I tell her, “stay still!” … was unable … And so I write to 
you, sir, so that you know … since (?) you went upcountry. As you instructed 
me about the money, “from which … the wife of Pasion,” I collected one artaba 
from her. She said to me, “when your brother comes down, I’ll give the other 
one as well.” Zoilas did not give me money (?) for the bricks. He says, “they’re 
not dry,” and I went off to Onesimos. He did not find him: he’s with you in the 
city. Until today Talbaeis is out. If I say to her, “… here,” she takes no account 
of me and … I was intending to drive her to the metropolis to you, (but) I 
couldn’t get her under my sway (?).

 I pray that you are well, brother.”

1 Πτολεμαίς: There is nothing in the letter that raises the suspicion that 
we should understand Πτολεμαῖς (l. Πτολεμαῖος), making this a letter from a 
man (cf., e.g., BGU 1.93).
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- Παπιριανῶι: A Gaius Lucretius Papirianus is known from SB 6.9105 
(198 CE), where he appears as κύριος for a woman petitioning the εἰρηνοφύλαξ 
of Theadelpheia. The name Papirianus is attested elsewhere only in two Karanis 
texts (P.Mich. 4.224.4837, 173 CE, and BGU 13.2249.17, ca. 205 CE) and SB 
24.16319, col. 3.25, from the fourth-century Hermopolite. Given the rarity of 
the name in Egypt and the shared connection with Theadelpheia, it is tempt-
ing to connect the present Papirianus to the individual from the petition, but 
nothing in the two texts argues the issue.

3 Τάλβα̣εις: A rare name, found (with various spellings) only as the 
mother of the ἀπάτωρ Paeis from Soknopaiou Nesos in SPP 22.2.24 (207/8 
CE), BGU 2.392, col. 1.10 (208 CE),106 SB 14.11715, passim (209 CE), CPR 
15.35.2 (early third century CE), as well as in P.Vindob.Bosw. 7 (Koites, 221 
CE) in which we find a woman named Aurelia Talbauis (whose mother is 
named Talbiaisis) purchasing a slave. The male version of the name, Palbauis, 
is attested at P.Graux 3.30, col. 9.17 and col. 10.17 (Arsinoe, 155 CE), and there 
are a handful of permutations of the name without the Egyptian article (e.g., 
Albaouis; a search for “Alb” in Trismegistos.org will return a few more). I have 
not found any related names in M. Hasitzka’s Coptic onomasticon.107 Beyond 
its Egyptian origin, I am unsure of the etymology of this name.

- ὡς αἰναιτίλωι κτλ.: Also in l. 9. Letters frequently open with a report 
of previous instructions, often with ὡς/καθὼς + ἐντέλλομαι.108 In these cases, 
and in l. 9, the conjunction almost invariably means “as, just as”, but this mean-
ing presents a problem in the logic here. For, the writer surely does not mean 
that Talbaeis is “going out and doing what she wants” in accordance with Pa-
pirianus’ instructions. The dependent clause rather unexpectedly interrupts 
the sentence and is only loosely connected to it, which can be paralleled else-
where.109 This suggests that some gapping has occurred and the logic should 
be something like: “in accordance with your instructions to her concerning the 

106 Transcribed as Τελβάβε̣ω̣ς ̣. The variant spelling with a second beta likely stems 
from a weak, intervocalic “w” sound, which is also reflected in the variants with an 
upsilon, but ignored in the spelling Τάλβαεις.

107 M. Hasitzka, Namen in koptischen dokumentarischen Texten (version 22.1.2007: 
http://www.onb.ac.at/files/kopt_namen.pdf)

108 E.g., O.Claud. 2.293 (ca. 142/143 CE), P.Oxy. 3.527 (second/early third century 
CE), and PSI 9.1080 (third century CE[?], also concerning instructions about a house). 
These letters all forego the common opening wish for health and proceed immediately 
to report previous instructions, as in the present case. P.Oxy. 8.1154.3-6 (late first cen-
tury CE) has an interesting mix of the instruction formula and the common concern for 
health: πρὸ πάντων ὡς ἐνετειλάμην σοι κατʼ ὄψιν ἐπιμελοῦ σεαυτῆς ἵνα μοι ὑγιαίνῃς.

109 P.Oxy. 10.1299.9-10.
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house (and because she’s not following them, I’m therefore reporting to you 
that) she goes outside and does what she wants.”110 We might entertain differ-
ent meanings of ὡς, but the commonness of this phrase I think warns against 
this.111 For similarly loose use of καθώς, albeit in a later letter, see the editors’ 
discussion at P.Heid. 3.229.2 n.

- \αὐ[τ]ῇ/: The pronoun was inserted later for clarity (cf. the very similar 
case of P.Oxy. 31.2600.3).

4 ἔξω̣ι̣: Again at l. 18. Whether Ptolemais intends just a vague “out,” or 
perhaps “outside (the village)” (cf. P.Oxy. 42.3065.15-16: ἔξω τῆς πόλεώς εἰμι), 
her point is that Talbaeis is transgressing some kind of physical and/or social 
boundary.

- ὃ θέλι ποιεῖ: Reminiscent of Paniskos’ complaint to his wife Ploutoge-: Reminiscent of Paniskos’ complaint to his wife Ploutoge-
neia (P.Mich. 3.217.5-6, [297 CE]): εἴ τι θέλεις ποιεῖς, λόγην (l. λόγον) μου μὴ 
ἔχουσαν (l. ἔχουσα), “if you want something, you do it, taking no account of 
me.” The latter phrase also appears in l. 20 of our letter. Cf. also BGU 4.1205.13 
(28 BCE), ὡς θέλετε ποιεῖτε, a command with more than a hint of frustration 
in a “vigorous and idiomatic” letter written by Isidora to her brother Asklas.112 
Similar sentiments appear in P.Cair.Zen. 4.59632.19, a fragmentary complaint 
from the Zenon archive, and in PSI 7.835.16 (later sixth century CE), one of 
the more ungrammatical Greek letters.

5 μὴ κειν̣ο̣ῦ̣: Cf. Apophth.Patr. (Migne, Patrologia Graeca 65), 76: καὶ ἐν 
οἵῳ δ’ ἂν καθέζῃ τόπῳ, μὴ ταχέως κινοῦ.

6 Th is line is challenging. What is intended by the fi rst few letters is ob- Th is line is challenging. What is intended by the fi rst few letters is ob-This line is challenging. What is intended by the first few letters is ob-
scure to me, even though the ink is quite clear.113 Thereafter, the phrase δελοῖ 
(l. δηλοῖ) δὲ might be read.114 Abrasions obscure the next three letters before 

110 Similar gapping can be seen in P.Oxy. 3.527 (second/early third century CE).
111 Causal ὡς with finite verbs is “nicht sicher belegt” according to Mayser (Gram. 

2.3.84, n. 5). He finds the meaning “denn” in Hauptsätze, but his references do not 
support this claim. In any case, causal ὡς requires us to understand a similar ellipsis. 
Most efficient, of course, would be a concessive clause, but I have not found any sup-
port for a concessive use of ὡς. R. Kühner and B. Gerth, Ausführliche Grammatik der 
griechischen Sprache 2.2 (Hannover and Leipzig 1904) 461, n. 1, however, discuss how 
causal conjunctions can yield a concessive meaning when gapping has occurred and I 
think we are witnessing a similar phenomenon in the present example.

112 Bagnall and Cribiore (n. 97) 116.
113 Perhaps τωνσ? For the omega-nu ligature, cf. τῶν, l. 15. The name Τῶνσις appears 

once (P.Oxy. 6.984.143).
114 In comparison with the μοι of l. 20, however, where the right side of mu is doing 

double duty as the left part of omicron, μοι cannot be absolutely exclude here.
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a relatively clear και. The following οὐχ ἴσχυσα/-ε raises the expectation of a 
complementary infinitive, found either in -και (ἐν̣έ̣ν̣και, l. ἐνέγκαι?) or in the 
next line if we read ⟨αὐ⟩τὴν δέριν (l. δέρειν).

7 την δέρ̣ιν: Either τὴν δέριν115 or ⟨αὐ⟩τὴν δέριν (l. δέρειν). The verb 
literally means “to skin,” but is commonly usd with the meaning “to beat,”116 
which would fit the rather domineering language of the letter’s last few lines.

-  κύρ̣ιε: A polite form of address that could be used between intimates.117

8 εἵν’ εἰδῇς̣ τ̣α̣ . . . α̣ ̣αποτ̣ε̣ ἀναίβης: Before ἀναίβης we can perhaps read 
ἀπ’ ὅτε, for ἀφ’ ὅτε,118 or just πότε. One is inclined to place a full stop after εἵν’ 
εἰδῇς̣ since the almost-fossilized epistolary trope γράφω σοι ἵν’ εἰδῇς rarely 
admits an object.119 

- ἀναίβης: Cf. καταβῇ (l. 12). In ll. 21-22, Papirianus is said to be in the 
metropolis and thus ἀναβαίνω here carries the nome-specific meaning of “go 
up (to the city),” rather than the more general meaning “go upriver.”120

9-11 These lines seem to contain a quote of Papirianus’ instructions to 
Ptolemais. We might read Τ̣ά̣ησι in l. 10 by comparing the slanting taus of 
καταβῇ (l. 12), αὐτὸν (l. 17), and αὐτῇ (l. 19).

12-13  ὡ̣ς̣ καταβῇ | ὁ ἀδελφό̣ς σου: “Your brother” is no doubt Papir- σου: “Your brother” is no doubt Papir-σου: “Your brother” is no doubt Papir-: “Your brother” is no doubt Papir-
ianus since he has “gone up” (l. 8) to the metropolis Arsinoe. If so, this third-
party reference to their relationship confirms that Papirianus is Ptolemais’ 
actual brother.121

115 More usually δέρρις, but found also with one rho (DGE [n. 67], s.v. δέρρις). The 
word refers to something made of animal hide and DGE suggests a fairly narrow range 
of such objects, mainly curtains, coverings, and awnings. It is found securely in the 
papyri only at P.Zen.Pestm. 54.26, where the context suggests that it was used in the fab-
rication of baskets (the dimuntive δέρριον is also found at P.Ross.Georg. 5.61v, fr. A.12).

116 LSJ, s.v., II; DGE (n. 67), s.v., II.2.
117 E. Dickey, “Κύριε, δέσποτα, domine: Greek Politeness in the Roman Empire,” JHS 

121 (2001) 5-7.
118 ἀπ’ ὅτε is found in O.Did. 421.3, P.Ant. 1.43, P.Oxy. 1.131, and O.Narm. 1.103.10, 

while ἀφ’ ὅτε is found in P.Mich. 3.203.9, P.Oxy. 3.528.9, SB 16.12326.3 (completely 
restored by editor). Cf. ἀπὸ πότε in SB 22.15469.4.

119 Occasionally, an object clause with ὅτι follows: e.g., P.Oxy. 12.1482v.3-4 and 
P.Petaus. 27.12-14.

120 See H.C. Youtie, “The Kline of Sarapis,” Harvard Theological Review 41 (1948) 15, 
n. 36. (repr. in Scriptiunculae 1 [Amsterdam 1973] 493, n. 36).

121 See E. Dickey, “Literal and Extended Use of Kinship Terms in Documetary Papyri,” 
Mnemosyne 57 (2004) 131-176. She does not discuss the use of kinship terms by third 
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- χα̣λ̣κῆ̣ν: The eta looks fairly certain, but χαλκοῦς is an adjective that 
always describes objects made of bronze, such as λεκάναι or δέλτοι.  Is this 
simply equivalent to χαλκός (cf. l. 9)?

16 ἀ̣π̣ε̣ξηρ̣άνθη: With this singular verb, the bricks have been concep-: With this singular verb, the bricks have been concep-
tualized as a collective whole, which is common for raw and processed mate-
rials.122 The prefix is very uncertain; perhaps this is just smudging.

16-17 ἀπ̣ῆλθα̣, then εὗρεν: I believe that the writer intended both of 
these verbs to have the same subject, since this would remove much of the 
narrative’s confusion: either “I went off to Onesimos, (but) did not find him” 
or “he (Zoilas) went off …” ἀπ̣ῆλθα̣ could conceivably be read as ἀπ̣ῆλθε̣, but 
alpha looks superior when compared with line-ending epsilons and the line-
ending alpha of γυναῖκα in l. 10.

18 πόλ(ει): πόλις and μητρόπολις (l. 21) can be used interchangeably to 
refer to the nome capital, even in the same letter: cf. BGU 3.846.6-8 (Karanis, 
second century CE).

- ὡ̣ς ̣ σήμ(ερον): Usually ἕως σήμερον. ὡς σήμερον is found in SB 
22.15283.2-3 (Arsinoite, third century BCE), P.Mert. 2.63.12 (Arsinoite, 58 
CE), and P.Amh. 2.80.3 (Arsinoite, 232-233 CE). A more remote possibility is 
that the writer intended the rare ὁσημέραι, found only in the later texts P.Panop.
Beatty 2.46 (300 CE), P.Kell. 1.21 (321 CE), and P.Kell. 1.71 (326-375 CE).

19 . ι̣ . . αι ἐν̣τ̣ά ̣δε: The dotted letters of ἐν̣τ̣ά̣δε are very crudely formed 
and abrasion has added to the uncertainty. The sense requires a short impera-
tival phrase, as in l. 5.

20 λόγον μοι οὐκ ἔχει: See above, l. 4 n., for the verbal similarities to 
Paniskos’ complaint in P.Mich. 3.217.5-6.

20-21 One difficulty here is determining whether the ει at the beginning 
of l. 21 is the ending of a verb or the particle. The writer otherwise does not 
divide words across lines and εἰ could make sense at the beginning of l. 21, but 
the reading at the end of the previous line is not promising for a word ending. 
After ἔχει καὶ, another third-person singular verb would be welcome. A very 
tentative suggestion is ἀπ̣ο̣κ̣υρ̣εύει, perhaps an attempt at ἀποκυριεύει (not 
attested) or an alternative of ἀποκυριάζει.123

parties in reported speech, but these likely functioned similarly to references to third 
parties (see pp. 136-139).

122 Mayser, Gram. 2.1.44-45.
123 Only attested in lexicons. Phot., Lexicon, s.v., derives it from ἀποχοιριάζειν and 

defines it as ἀποσοβεῖν or ἐξελαύνειν. Hsch. s.v. offers ἀποκακεῖν, ἀποφεύγειν, and 
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21 αἰλάσε: ἐλαύνειν always has a sense of control over and/or violence 
towards its object, and is the proper term for driving yoked animals (cf. above, 
n. 105). When used of people, it can mean “drive off,” “pursue, harass,” “drive, 
impel,” or “lead, direct,”124 the latter two of which seem to be in play here.

23 τραχηλ . . : Perhaps τράχηλο̣ν̣: “I was unable to drive her by the neck 
to me,” an unparalleled phrase.125 In the context of Ptolemais’ complaints here 
and at the beginning of the letter, the phrase would seem to mean that she is 
unable to control Talbaeis’ behavior and get her to do what she wants (cf. ὃ 
θέλι ποιεῖ, l. 4).  While other documentary attestations of this word offer little 
guidance,126 the neck was a conceptual locus of power in the ancient world, a 
symbol of submission and slavery when restrained and of independence and 
freedom when unrestrained. However understood, the expression seems to 
emphasize the perceived obstinancy of Talbaeis and perhaps reveals some of 
Ptolemais’ frustrations in dealing with someone whom she viewed as stub-
bornly defiant and recalcitrant – stiff-necked, we might say.

ἀποσκιρτᾶν.
124 LSJ, s.v., and DGE (n. 67), s.v.
125 We might also seek a verbal form (e.g., τραχηλίζω, τραχηλιάω), especially if ἐλά̣σ̣ε̣ 

in the previous line is read differently. 
126 Aside from physical descriptions, τράχηλος appears in documentary papyri in 

literal descriptions of injuries and illness (P.Petr. 2.18, third century BCE; P.Tebt. 1.138, 
second century BCE; P.Oxy. 66.4528.12-13, 336 CE; P.Mich. 13.660 + SB 16.12542, sixth 
century CE). In one other instance, the word is used metonymically: ἔδει σε ἐν τῶι σῶι 
τραχήλωι ἐμπαίζειν, καὶ μὴ ἐν τῶι ἐμῶι, “You should’ve acted like an idiot at the risk of 
your own neck (= life), not mine” (P.Tebt. 3.1.758, second century BCE).
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P.Tebt. 2.562: Conclusion of a 
Report of Proceedings1

Taylor Coughlan University of Cincinnati

Abstract
Edition of a fragmentary conclusion to a report of proceedings before 
the prefect of Egypt, Marcus Petronius Mamertinus (133-137 CE).

Tebtynis H x W = 9.7 x 11.5 cm 133-137 CE

P.Tebt. 2.562 preserves a fragment of a report of proceedings before the 
prefect of Egypt, Marcus Petronius Mamertinus (133-137 CE). While the top 
of the papyrus is lost, the bottom, left and right margins are preserved. The 
papyrus contains 8 lines written along the fibers from a text of unknown length, 
written in a medium-sized cursive hand. The fragment is missing a third of 
the left-hand side of the document from ll. 4-8; a tear runs through the en-
tirety of l. 6 preserving only the bottom strokes of several letters. The verso is 
blank except for the modern T-number 367 (written twice) assigned to the 
document upon its excavation by Grenfell and Hunt in December of 1900 as 
part of the expedition financed by Phoebe Hearst. In her study of the Tebtynis 
papyri T-numbers E. R. O’Connell suggest that documents with T-numbers in 
the 300s had excavation find spots in the town of Tebtynis beyond the temple 
enclosure.2

The introductory formula, which includes the date and location of the 
proceedings as well as the names of the parties to the dispute, and a significant 
portion of the disputants’ declarations do not survive.3 What remains are the 

1 I would like to thank Todd Hickey, director of the Center for the Tebtunis Papyri, 
for allowing me to publish this text. Peter van Minnen and two anonymous referees 
provided many help suggestions and guidance for improvement. All remaining errors 
are my own.

2 E.R. O’Connell, “Recontextualizing Berkeley’s Tebtunis Papyri,” in J. Frösén et al. 
(eds.), Proceedings of the XXIVth International Congress of Papyrology, vol. 2 (Helsinki 
2007) 819.

3 For the structure and formulae of reports of proceedings see R.A. Coles, Reports of 
Proceedings (Brussels 1966) 29-54.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 123-127
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conclusion of a declaration, a “reading phrase,”4 which records the reading into 
evidence of documents before the court, and a partial ruling.5 The introduc-
tory formula to the ruling preserves the only name in the fragment, that of 
the presiding official Marcus Petronius Mamertinus, the prefect of Egypt. The 
presence of Mamertinus provides a secure date for the proceedings, which 
must have taken place between 133 and 137 CE, the period of his prefecture.6

The date of the document is further corroborated by the “reading phrase.” 
Here (ll.4-7) the “reading phrase” provides notice of a receipt (l. 5: ἀ[πο]χή̣ν) 
dated to the month of Epeiph, modern June-July, 132 CE. Considering the 
fragmentary state of the document and the length of time the dispute may 
have taken to reach Mamertinus, the date of the receipt cannot aid in further 
refining the date of the proceedings within Mamertinus’ prefecture. In general 
the format and style of the report reflects the standard practice of composition 
in the early second century CE (see commentary).

The fragmentary state of the document greatly limits our knowledge of 
both the subject of the dispute and Mamertinus’ ruling. The dispute between 
the two parties appears to concern the return of an unknown object.7 The 
speaker of the declaration claims that they did indeed return the object in 
question and they will prove this point from evidence in the form of a receipt. 
Next follows the “reading phrase,” which records the entering of the receipt 
into evidence (itself incomplete due to lacunae that prevent any reading of l. 

4 R.A. Coles (n. 3) 47.
5 Without using these terms Grenfell and Hunt describe the document along similar 

lines: “Fragment of a conclusion of a report of a trial before Mamertinus (probably 
the prefect in 133-135 A.D.). A quittance of the 17th year of Hadrian (132-133 A.D.) is 
mentioned.” (p. 321).

6 Marcus Petronius Mamertinus was the Roman prefect of Egypt from 133 to 137 CE. 
P.Oxy. 2.237, dated to 11 November 133, provides the earliest attestation of Mamertinus 
as prefect; SB 4.7367, dated to 26 May 137 CE, records the latest date for Mamertinus’ 
prefecture. G. Bastianini, “Il prefetto d’Egitto (30 a.C.-279 d.C.): Addenda (1973-1985),” 
ANRW II (1988) 503-517, questions the dating of this document to 137 CE. We do 
know, however, from PSI 12.1226 that Mamertinus was an ex-prefect by 21 October 
137 CE. For a chronological overview of Mamertinus’ time as prefect see A. Stein, Die 
Präfekten von Ägypten in der römischen Kaiserzeit (Bonn 1950) 68-72.

7 At SB 12.10929 (133-137 CE) Mamertinus lists the offenses adjudicated by the pre-
fect; possible offenses that may match the dispute under consideration include π(ερὶ) 
πλαστογραφεία̣ς καὶ ῥᾳδιουργίας̣ (“concerning forgeries and false statements”) or περὶ 
ἀπελατῶν (“concerning cattle theft”). The list, however, is not exhaustive and concludes 
with the addition of other offenses brought on appeal. A. Jördens, “Eine kaiserliche 
Konstitution zu den Rechtsprechungskompetenzen der Statthalter,” Chiron 41 (2011) 
327-356, is the most recent study of this document.
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7). The document closes with Mamertinus’ ruling; only the final word of the 
ruling – l. 9: ἀπολήμψῃ, “you will receive back” – can be securely read. Since 
the party making the declaration provided evidence that they have returned 
the unknown item, it is logical to assume that the request to receive back said 
object was denied by Mamertinus. I discuss this reconstruction in further 
detail in the accompanying notes.

–  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
1 traces 
2 . . [ . ] κα̣[ὶ] χρείας̣ γ̣ε̣ν̣α̣μένης αὐ̣τὴν 
3 ἀπῃ̣τ̣ῆσθαι καὶ τοῦτο ἀποδίξιν ἐκ 
4 γραμμ̣άτω̣ν. καὶ ἀναγινώσκοντες 
5 ἀ[πο]χὴν κ̣ε̣χρονισμένην εἰς τὸ ιζ (ἔτος) 
6 Ἁ[δριανοῦ Κα]ίσ̣̣αρος τοῦ κυρίου Ἐπὶφ δι’ ἧς 
7 [         ca. 11        ] traces 
8 [Πετρώνιος Μ]αμερτῖνος· σε μ̣[ca. 1-2]π̣ολεμ 
9 [         ca. 11        ]ο̣υν ἀπολήμψῃ.

2 l. γενομένης 3 l. ἀποδείξειν 4 l. ἀναγιγνώσκοντος
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“… (N. said) and that when the need arose they had been asked for it back 
and that they will prove this from the written evidence. And after reading out 
a receipt dated to the 17th year of our lord Hadrian Caesar in the month of 
Epeiph, through which …, Petronius Mamertinus (said) … therefore you will 
(not) …receive back …”

1 Traces of two descenders: the first curving to the right, the second to 
the left.

2-4 . . [ . ] κα̣[ὶ] χρείας̣ … γραμμ̣άτω̣ν: the text begins in the middle of one 
party’s testimony. The testimony is presented in oratio obliqua, the standard 
construction in the 2nd c. CE. The introduction of the oratio obliqua is lost but 
would have taken one of two possible forms: (a) the name of the speaker fol-
lowed directly by oratio obliqua, Coles’ “no-introductory-verb type”; or (b) the 
name of the speaker in a genitive absolute construction with a verb of speaking8 
followed by oratio obliqua.9 The latter is very common in the early 2nd c. CE, 
but the former is still found in use for the report of a party’s testimony as late 
as the 130s CE.10 The two main verbs of the statement are the perfect passive 
ἀπῃ̣τ̣ῆσθαι and the future ἀποδίξιν. The subject of both infinitives is the testify-
ing party. The passive infinitive ἀπῃ̣τ̣ῆσθαι with a personal subject can take an 
object; αὐ̣τήν, the object of ἀπῃ̣τ̣ῆσθαι, is either an unknown, but previously 
named, feminine object or, possibly, the receipt (ἀ[πο]χήν) mentioned in l. 5.

2 χρείας̣ γ̣ε̣ν̣α̣μένης: the phrase is attested only once elsewhere in the 
imperial period at O.Claud. 3.610 (143/4 CE), a receipt for a money loan.

3 τοῦτο: anaphoric pronoun, which refers to the request αὐ̣τήν 
ἀπῃ̣τ̣ῆσθαι.

4-7 ἀναγινώσκοντες …: a partial reading into evidence of a receipt 
(ἀ[πο]χήν). The formulaic nature of this portion of the proceedings is em-
phasized by the bare genitive participle; who read aloud the receipt before the 
court is of little concern to the drafter in comparison with recording court 
procedures essential to the proper juridical functioning of a proceeding. For 
ἀναγινώσκοντες as the participle in a “reading phrase” cf. M.Chr. 372 (114 

8 For types of speaking verbs used in this construction see Coles (n. 3) 41, n.1.
9 See Coles (n. 3) 40-46 for a chronological overview of introductory verb practice 

for a disputant in reports of proceedings.
10 See, for example, P.Fam.Tebt. 15 (ca. 114/5 CE); P.Tebt. 2.286 (121-138 CE); P.Mil.

Vogl. 1.25 (126/7 CE) and P.Mil.Vogl. 1.27 (128/9 CE).
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CE)11 and SB 5.7696 (249 CE). The standard participle in the active “reading 
phrase” is ἀναγνόντος.12

8 [Πετρώνιος Μ]αμερτῖνος: “no-introductory-verb style” construc-
tion.13 The introductory formula to the ruling lacks any elaboration in the 
form of official titular (e.g. ἔπαρχος Αἰγύπτου)14 or common ruling formulae 
such as ὁ δεῖνα … ἀπεφήνατο οὕτως (e.g. P.Oxy. 4.706 [ca. 115 CE] or P.Phil. 
1.3 [ca. 144 CE] and BGU 1.19 [135 CE] for slight variations), βουλευσάμενος 
μετὰ τῶν φίλων15 (e.g. P.Oxy. 4.706) or ὁ δεῖνα … ὑπηγόρευσεν ἀπόφασιν, ἥ 
καὶ ἀνεγνώσθη κατὰ λέξιν οὕτως ἔχουσα (e.g. BGU 2.592 [ca. 160 CE]; P.Oxy. 
8.1102 [ca. 146 CE]; P.Tebt. 2.286 [121-138 CE]; and Stud.Pal. 20.4 [124 CE]).16 
The absence may suggest that the introductory formula to the ruling does 
not differ from the recording of Mamertinus’ statements in the body of the 
proceedings.17

8-9 σε.[ ca. 1-2 ]π̣ολεμ … ο̣υν ἀπολήμψῃ: the declaration of the party 
with which the fragment began stated that they returned the item in question 
and provided a receipt to that effect. It is logical, therefore, to assume that the 
ruling denied the claim of the other party and thus to read οὐ or οὐδέν in the 
lacuna of l. 11. A lacuna prevents a secure reading of the first part of the rul-
ing. The verb ἀπολήμψῃ supports reading σε as the accusative second-person 
singular personal pronoun and object of the verb lost in the lacuna to l. 9, but 
the reconstruction must remain speculative.

11 Coles (n. 3) 47 n. 1 notes that this document has several instances of “unusual 
terminology.”

12 Cf. P.Flor. 1.61 (85 CE); P.Oxy 4.706 (113-117 CE); P.Fay. 203 (148 CE); W.Chr. 
27 (161 CE); P.Tebt. 2.287 (161-169 CE); P.Ryl. 2.77 (192 CE); M.Chr. 93 (ca. 250 CE); 
P.Bingen 78 (late 2nd c. CE); PSI Congr. 21.13 (284-285 CE).

13 See discussion above.
14 For Mamertinus as ἔπαρχος Αἰγύπτου, see P.Berl.Leihg. 2 (136 CE); P.Fay. 21 (134 

CE); P.Oslo 3.79 (134/5 CE); PSI 5.446 (133-137 CE); SB 12.10929 (133-137 CE). On this 
history of this title see G. Bastianini, “Ἔπαρχος Αἰγύπτου nel formulario dei documenti 
da Augusto a Diocleziano,” ANRW 2.10.1 (1988) 581-597.

15 This phrase may also appear in the body of a proceeding. For further discussion 
see T.C. Skeat and E.P. Wegener, “A Trial before the Prefect of Egypt Appius Sabinus, c. 
250 AD (P.Lond.Inv. 2565),” JEA 21 (1935) 225-226.

16 See discussion and citation of examples at Coles (n. 3) 51. For Πετρώνιος 
Μαμερτῖνος in the introductory formula of a ruling see P.Ryl. 2.75 (176-200 CE).

17 For examples of this practice see P.Oxy. 1.37 (49 CE); P.Hamb. 29 (89 CE); and 
P.Amh. 2.64 (107 CE).





A Loan of Wheat

Daniel Ullucci Rhodes College, Memphis

Abstract
A loan of wheat, written in Ptolemais Euergetis, for a veteran owning 
land at Dinnis to a borrower from Philadelpheia.

P.Mich inv. 1354 H. x W. = 22.4 x 10.3 cm Ptolemais Euergetis 
  November 16-25, 289 CE

P.Mich. inv. 1354 was acquired in 1923. The completely preserved sheet 
has three evenly spaced vertical creases and a central horizontal crease, indica-
tive of its having been folded horizontally and vertically. There is a kollesis at 
4.8 cm from the left edge. The writing is along the fibers. A small fragment 
measuring 0.6 x 0.3 cm has become disjointed and is now incorrectly attached 
to line 17 to the right of ἀπ̣[ο]δώσ̣ε̣[ιν. It appears to be from this papyrus, but 
it is not clear where it belongs. A piece of papyrus measuring 1.2 x 2.3 cm has 
been attached to the verso, behind the right edges of lines 18-20. It is a darker 
brown and contains traces of writing; it does not belong to this papyrus and 
appears to have become attached prior to mounting. Also on the verso is an 
ink smudge measuring 3.1 x 4.2 cm behind the left edge of lines 22-25; it is 
otherwise blank.

The papyrus contains a loan of wheat drawn up in Ptolemais Euergetis be-
tween the creditor, Aurelius Heron, a retired veteran owning land at the village 
of Dinnis, and the debtor, Aurelius Cornelius(?) of the village of Philadelpheia. 
Rather than stating the principal, the document mentions the amount of wheat 
to be repaid, that is, the principal plus the usual 50% interest. This wording 
is common in loans from this period.1 The amount of the loan is significant, 
over twenty-eight artabas (over 1000 liters) of wheat. The first part of the docu-
ment is written in a clear though quick hand. The scribe makes liberal use of 
abbreviations and frequently runs out of space at the ends of lines, forcing 
him to make abbreviations or squeeze letters in above the line. Vertical letter 
strokes, particularly in ι, ρ, and φ, are often long and dramatic, intruding on 
adjacent lines. The second hand is that of Aurelius Phanias, who signed for 

1 See N. Lewis, On Government and Law in Roman Egypt: Collected Papers of Naphtali 
Lewis (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 17-30.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 129-134



130 Daniel Ullucci

the illiterate Aurelius Cornelius(?). It is far less skillful. The writing has a slow, 
meandering, and blobby quality. There are a number or errors, retouches, and 
illegible letters.

The most interesting aspect of the document is that the amount of the loan 
has been altered. In both cases where the amount of the loan is stated, a word 
has been added above the line. This alteration appears to be in a third hand.

→  Ἔτους ἕ̣κτου Αὐτ[ο]κράτορος 
  Καίσαρος Γαίου Αὐρηλίου 
 Οὐαλερίου Διοκλητιανοῦ καὶ ἔτους 
 πέ̣μ̣πτου Αὐτ̣οκράτορος Κ̣[αί]σαρος Μάρκου 
5 Αὐρ̣ηλίου Οὐαλερίου Μαξιμι[α]νοῦ Γερμανικοῦ 
 Με[γ]ίστων Εὐσεβῶν Εὐτυ̣χῶν Σεβαστῶ̣(ν), 
 μην̣ὸς Αἰθναίου Ἁθύρ κ̣[ . ̅] ἐν Πτολε- 
 μ̣[α]ΐ [̣δι Ε]ὐ̣εργέτιδι τοῦ Ἀρσιν̣[οΐτο]υ̣ νομοῦ. 
 ὁμ̣[ο]λ̣ογεῖ ̣ Αὐρήλιος Κον . [ . ] . ιος Πασι μη(τρὸς) 
10 Λ[ολ]λ̣ιανῆς ἀπὸ κώμ(ης) Φιλαδ[ελ]φ̣ία̣̣ς ὡς (ἐτῶν)  
 λ̣ .  [οὐλὴ ἐπάνω βήματος π̣[οδὸς] ἀ̣ριστεροῦ 
 Α̣[ὐρηλίῳ]  Ἥρωνι ̣οὐετρανῷ̣ [τ]ῶ̣ν̣ ἐ̣ν̣τ̣ίμως 
 ἀπ[ο]λ̣ε̣λυμένων̣ γεουχοῦ[ντι ἐ]ν̣ κώμ(ῃ) Δίννι 
 ἔ̣[χειν] π̣αρ᾽ αὐ̣το̣ῦ̣ τ̣ὸ̣ν ὁμολ̣[ο]γ̣οῦντα ἐν 
15 χ̣ρ̣[ήσι π]υ̣ρ̣οῦ [σύν] ἡμ̣ιολείας ἀρ̣τ̣ά̣β̣α̣ς̣ εἴκο- 
 σ̣ι ̣\(m. 3) [ὀ]κ̣τὼ/ (m. 1) δ̣[ί]μυ̣ρας̣ [ . . . ] ἃς καὶ ἐπ̣[ά]ν̣αν̣κο̣ν̣ 
 ἀπ̣[ο]δώσ̣ε̣[ιν αὐτῷ] τ̣ὸ̣ν ὁμολ(ογοῦντα)  [ . . . . . . . . ] 
 τοῦ ἐ̣νεσ[τῶτος  . . . . ] . . . . . . [ . ] . . . 
 κ̣α̣θ̣αρ̣ο̣ὺ̣ς̣ ἀ̣κρ̣[ίθους ἀ]βό̣λους  . . ε . [ . . . ] . . ς 
20 γιν̣[ο]μένης α̣ὐ̣τ̣[ῷ] τῆς πράξεως ἔκ τε 
 το[ῦ ὁ]μολογοῦντος καὶ ἐκ τῶ[ν] ὑπαρχό(ντων) 
 αὐ̣[τ]ῷ̣ πάντων κ̣α̣θάπερ ἐκ δίκ̣η̣[ς]. τ̣ὴν 
 ἀσφά̣λειαν τα[ύ]τ̣ην ἁπλῆν σοι ἐ̣ξε̣δόμη̣(ν) 
 ἐπ̣[ὶ  ὑ]πογραφῆς τοῦ ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ ὑπ[ογ]ρά- 
25 φο̣ν̣τος ἀγραμμ(άτου), ἣ καὶ κυρία ἔστω πα̣ν- 
 ταχ̣ῇ̣ ἐπιφερομένη ὡς ἐν δημ(οσίῳ) κατακε̣χω(ρισμένη) 
 καὶ ἐπε̣ρωτηθεὶς ὡμολόγησεν. 
 (m. 2) Αὐρήλιος Κορν̣ήλιος ὁμολογῶ 
 ἔχιν τὰς τ̣ο̣ῦ̣ [πυ]ρ̣ο̣ῦ <σὺν> ἱμιολίας 
30 ἀρτά̣βας εἴκοσι \(m. 3) [ὀ]κ̣τὼ/ (m. 2) δ̣ίμ̣ο̣ιρ̣ας κτω̣ καὶ 
 ἀ̣π[ο]δ̣ώσω τῇ προθεσμίᾳ ὡς 
 πρόκιται καὶ <ἐ>περω<τη>θεὶ<ς>(?) ὁμολόγ(ησα). Αὐρ̣ή̣λιος Φανί- 
 ας Ἀκο̣υσιλάου ἔγρ̣α̣ψα ὑπὲρ αὐτοῦ ἀγρα- 
 μάτου.
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6 σεβαστω̣̅ pap. 7 l. Αὐδναίου 9 l. Κορνήλιος (see l. 28), μ͞η pap. 10 
κω̅ pap. 13 κω̅ pap., l. Δίννει 15 l. χρήσει, ἡμιολίᾳ 16 l. δίμοιρον, 
ἐπάναγκον 21 υπαρχο pap. 23 ε̣ξε̣δομη̣̅ pap. 25 αγραμμ̅ pap. 26 δη̅ 
κατακε ̣χω pap. 27 l. ὡμολόγησαν 29 l. ἔχειν, ἡμιολίᾳ 30 l. δίμοιρον 32 l. 
πρόκειται, ὡμολόγησα 34 l. ἀγραμμάτου.

“In the sixth year of the Emperor Caesar Gaius Aurelius Valerius Diocle-
tianus and the fifth year of the Emperor Caesar Marcus (5) Aurelius Valerius 
Maximianus Germanicus, Maximi Pii Felices Augusti, in the month of Aud-
naios Hathyr, on day 20+, in Ptolemais Euergetis in the Arsinoite nome. Aure-
lius Cornelius(?) son of Pasis, whose mother (10) is Lolliane, from the town of 
Philadelpheia, 30+ years old, with a scar on the top of the sole of his left foot,  
acknowledges to Aurelius Heron, a veteran honorably discharged, owning land 
in the village of Dinnis, that the acknowledging party owes, (15) including 50% 
interest, twenty-eight and two thirds (…) artabas of wheat and, on compul-
sion, the acknowledging party will return them to him in (…) of the present 
year (…) pure (wheat), unmixed with barley, unsifted (…), (20) the recovery 
(of the debt) being for him from the acknowledging party and from all of his 
possessions just as if from a judicial decision. I have given you this document 
in a single copy subscribed by the man subscribing on my behalf (25) (as I am) 
illiterate, and let it have authority wherever it is produced, as if registered in a 
public record office, and having been asked, I have acknowledged.

I, Aurelius Cornelius(?), acknowledge that I owe, including 50% interest, 
(30) twenty-eight and two thirds (…) artabas of wheat, and I will return them 
on the appointed date as stated above, and having been asked I have acknowl-
edged. I, Aurelius Phanias son of Akousilaos, wrote on behalf of him (as he 
is) illiterate.”

1 Ἔτους: As is common, the initial ε is very large and gracefully executed. 
Its lower portion fills nearly half of the second line.

5 The final υ of Γερμανικοῦ is small and squeezed in directly above the 
preceding omicron at the edge of the papyrus. There is a horizontal abbrevia-
tion stroke above both. This may indicate indecision on the part of the scribe 
over whether to squeeze in the υ or abbreviate.

7 Αἰθναίου Ἁθύρ: Both the Macedonian and Egyptian month names 
are given. This is uncommon. It may indicate a desire to give the document a 
formal air.2 

2 For a parallel, see P.Athen. 25.
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- κ̣[ . ̅]: Only the upper stroke of the κ and the supralinear stroke indicat-κ and the supralinear stroke indicat- and the supralinear stroke indicat-
ing a date remain. The date is between 20 and 29 Ἁθυρ (16-25 November), the 
heart of the sowing season in Egypt. Ἁθύρ, along with Θὠθ and Μεσορή, were 
the most common months in which to take out loans of this type.3

9 Αὐρ�λιος Κον . [ . ] . ιος: Th e name of the man taking the loan is dam-ὐρ�λιος Κον . [ . ] . ιος: Th e name of the man taking the loan is dam- . ] . ιος: The name of the man taking the loan is dam-
aged both times it occurs (cf. l. 28). More of the name is preserved on l. 28, but 
the poor writing of Aurelios Phanias makes reconstruction more difficult. The 
problem is compounded by the fact that letters on l. 28 have been retouched. 
The most likely reconstruction is Αὐρήλιος Κορνήλιος. This name, though 
unusual, appears in at least six other contemporary papyri.4 It is likely that, in 
l. 9, the scribe wrote Κοννήλιος for Κορνήλιος. No other well-known names 
fit the remains here and in l. 28. Unfortunately, the reconstruction Aurelius 
Cornelius must remain a conjecture.

10 Λ[ολ]λ̣ιανῆς: The middle letters of the name are missing. Lolliane is 
not uncommon at this time, but it must remain a conjecture.

11 λ̣ .: The age of the man taking the loan has only been partially pre-
served. He is in his thirties. The description of his scar is unusual. The stated 
location, “top of the sole,” is ambiguous. It may refer to the metatarsal heads, 
the portion of the sole of the foot nearest the toes. This would constitute the 
“top of the sole” from the perspective of a person looking at an upturned foot.

15 [σὺν] ἡμ̣ιολείας: The meaning of this phrase is often an occasion for 
confusion. Given its position in this document (in the statement of amount 
rather than in a statement of penalties), it must mean “with the 50% interest 
included.” Thus, the figure in l. 16 (28.67+ artabas) represents the total amount 
to be repaid, that is, the principal plus the stipulated 50% interest. This formula 
was favored by creditors as it made the total amount due immediately clear. 
See the article by Lewis mentioned in n. 1.

16 εἴκοσ̣ι ̣\[ὀ]κ̣τὼ/ δ̣[ί]μυ̣ρας̣: ὀκτώ has been added above the line in 
a third hand both times the amount of the loan is stated (see l. 30). It is in-
teresting that the change occurs in both the body of the loan (m. 1) and the 
subscription (m. 2). This may indicate a simple error that the second writer, 
who signed for Aurelius Cornelius, copied directly from l. 16. However, given 
that the changes appear to be in a third hand, it is likely that the amount of the 
loan was altered by an unknown third party at a later date.  A smaller fraction 

3 See B. Tenger, Die Verschuldung im römischen Ägypten (St. Katharinen 1993) 27-36.
4 See P.Corn. 13; P.Lond. 3.1243; P.Oslo 3.111; P.Oxy. 38.2855dupl; P.Oxy. 46.3297; 

SB 20.14385. 
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followed δ̣[ί]μυ̣ρας̣, but in l. 30, where it is preserved, it cannot be read. One-. One-
-sixth is a likely conjecture.

17 A few marks are preserved at the end of this line but, due to dam-at the end of this line but, due to dam-
age to the papyrus, there are no identifiable letters. It most likely contained a 
restatement of the name of the debtor.

18 The end of this line would have included the date when the loan was 
to be repaid. The surviving ἐ̣νεσ[τῶτος shows that the loan was to be repaid 
sometime in the same year. The duration of loans of wheat varied, but loans 
for more than one year are rare.5

23 The λ of ἀσφά̣λειαν is intersected by a strong oblique stroke. I can- is intersected by a strong oblique stroke. I can-
not explain it.

28 The name Cornelius is very roughly written. The κ is almost illeg-
ible and the ο has been corrected, possibly from an α. The λ is also heavily 
retouched. The ι is very thin and appears to have been added between the λ and 
ο later, possibly by another hand, as it is significantly thinner than any other 
strokes by Aurelios Phanias.

30 εἴκοσι \[ὀκ]τὼ/ δ̣ίμ̣ο̣ιρ̣ας κτω̣: see l. 16. The ε of εἴκοσι is an elliptical 
blob. It may be an ο that was corrected.

31 There is a 3 mm round inkblot between the α and π of ἀποδώσω; it 
may be a correction to the π.

32 The letters of what may be ἐπερωτηθεὶς ὁμολόγησα are largely illeg-ἐπερωτηθεὶς ὁμολόγησα are largely illeg- ὁμολόγησα are largely illeg-ὁμολόγησα are largely illeg- are largely illeg-
ible due the second writer’s poor skills.

5 O. Montevecchi, La Papirologia (Milan 2008), 226.



Guarding Grapes in Roman 
Egypt (P.Mich. inv. 438)

Kyle Helms University of Cincinnati

Abstract
Edition of a Greek papyrus from the collection of the University of 
Michigan (P.Mich. inv. 438), recording a succinct labor contract for 
a guard of a vineyard, the first documented contract of its kind, near 
a hitherto unattested Egyptian village.

P.Mich. inv. 438 is part of a group of papyri purchased in Egypt for the 
University of Michigan by B.P. Grenfell and F.W. Kelsey in the spring of 1920.1 
This dark brown papyrus, measuring 12 x 8.5 cm (H x W), has several lacunae 
from vertical folding. On the right side a piece is missing towards the top ca. 
4.5 cm wide, on the left side a piece is missing at the bottom ca. 4.2 cm wide, 
and fibers are missing in line 4. A piece at the extant top right corner of the 
papyrus is disjointed and out of alignment, obscuring the text at the end of l. 1. 
Fortunately, much of what is lost in the bottom left lacuna can be supplemented 
based on similar texts. There are wide margins along the top and the left side, 
and a narrow but visible margin along the right side. 

The text is written with the fibers in a clear cursive hand, which can be 
dated on the basis of paleographic parallels to the fourth century CE.2 Several 
of the scribe’s practices merit comment: a tendency towards writing very large 
letters at the beginning of some lines (υ in l. 1, ο in 6, η in 11); a striking, angular 
φ (beginning of ll. 3-4; cf. CPR 5.20); three letterforms for ε (cf. ll. 7-10, 12), 
including an ε that approaches an ε cancelleresca (l. 10 ἐνεστώσης, l. 15 προκ]
ε̣ιμ̣ένου; Harrauer, 75); a shift from writing an υ that descends from above the 

1 For acquisition history and other pertinent information regarding this papyrus, 
see its APIS entry (http://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/x-4385/438r.tif) and, for the 1920 
acquisition more generally, J.G. Pedley, The Life and Work of Francis Willey Kelsey: 
Archaeology, Antiquity, and the Arts (Ann Arbor 2012) 270-273.

2 See CPR 5.20 (III-IV CE; Harrauer, Handbuch, no. 187 [pl. 172]), P.Oxy. 48.3387 
(342 CE; pl. IV), and P.Flor. 1.75 (380 CE; G. Cavallo et al. [eds.], Scrivere libri e docu-
menti nel mondo antico [Florence 1998] no. 141 [pl. CXXI]).

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 135-143
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line to the bottom of the line and ascends back up (ll. 9, 11) to an υ that is a 
shallow, concave stroke suspended above the line (ll. 14-15, also considered a 
chancery feature: see P.Flor. 1.75 with n. 2 above). The scribe exhibits a horror 
vacui in ll. 10, 12, and 14-15, where he extends the final character to the end 
of the line and even into the margin. The verso is blank. 

P.Mich. inv. 438 records a succinct labor contract in which a certain Fla-
vius agrees to work for a biarchos, also named Flavius, as a guard in his vineyard 
near an Egyptian village until the vintage and the transportation of the final 
product. This text is interesting for several reasons. First, it preserves the only 
documented labor contract with a guard of a vineyard currently published, and 
the text is therefore of particular interest due to it being sui generis. Guards for 
vineyards in Egypt are attested in other sorts of documents, enabling recon-
struction of their duties.3 Guards were an important part of the work force as-
sociated with ancient viticulture,4 as landowners and tenants of vineyards tried 
to eliminate theft of their products. Such thefts were particularly common in 
late summer, from Epeiph through Thoth (July-September). This was the time 
of the vintage, when the ripened grapes were especially enticing for thieves.5  
Indeed, the increased risk of crime in vineyards around the vintage seems to 
have become nearly proverbial, as seen in Catullus 17.16, where the poet writes 
of an attractive (married) woman: adservanda nigerrimis diligentius uvis, “she 
must be watched more carefully than the darkest (i.e. very ripe) grapes.”

While some vineyards had brick and clay walls to help repel criminals, 
these were evidently no substitute for human guards.6 Sometimes guards were 
enlisted from the ranks of the vinedressers already employed at the vineyard, 

3 See J.S. Kloppenborg, The Tenants in the Vineyard (Tübingen 2006) 561 s.v. “Guards, 
guarding” for many relevant texts. For a broader geographic perspective, see S.P. Morris 
and J.K. Papadopoulos, “Greek Towers and Slaves: An Archaeology of Exploitation,” 
AJA 109 (2005) 179, with references in n. 122.

4 For the labor required for viticulture in Egypt, see M. Schnebel, Die Landwirtschaft 
im hellenistischen Ägypten (Munich 1925) 262-274, J. Rowlandson, Landowners and 
Tenants in Roman Egypt: The Social Relations of Agriculture in the Oxyrhynchite Nome 
(Oxford 1996) 228-236, 325-326, and K. Ruffing, Weinbau im römischen Ägypten (St. 
Katherinen 1999) 122-157.

5 For the agricultural calendar for viticulture in Roman Egypt, see Ruffing (n. 4) 486. 
On some of the troubles associated with the vintage, see Kloppenborg (n. 3) 321-322. 
The need for additional guards near the time of the vintage is manifest in PSI 4.345 (256 
BCE), where Kritias requests that Zenon send him at least 10 guards, with the vintage 
only 9 days away (ll. 1-4). For a different kind of theft in a vineyard (reed stakes) at a 
different time (Tybi 17 = 7 March), see PSI 4.393 (= CPJ 1.14; 241 BCE). 

6 On the fortifications of vineyards, see Schnebel (n. 4) 242-244, Rowlandson (n. 4) 
229, and n. 9 below.
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who were essentially adding an extra shift, e.g., at night, for extra compensa-
tion.7 In other cases, guarding a vineyard was a separate task entirely, with the 
guard holding a separate line on the payroll, as would seem to be the arrange-
ment in P.Mich. inv. 438.8 The working conditions faced by such guards prob-
ably would have varied depending upon the size and location of the vineyard, 
but some guards might have utilized watchtowers.9 Vineyard guards, however, 
were not always sufficient for keeping the fruits of Egyptian viticulture safe 
from determined and sometimes dangerous criminals. P.Gur. 8 (210 BCE), 
for example, records a robbery in the month of Epeiph from a vineyard in the 
Fayyum. In the course of the theft, a vineyard guard named Horos gave chase 
to the criminals, only to find himself abused by them and his body beaten.10 
Thus, in P.Mich. inv. 438, when Flavius undertakes employment to guard a 

7 P.Cair.Zen 3.59329 (249 BCE) records a request to Zenon by two vinedressers 
(ἀμπελουργοί), Apollonios and Menippos, for compensation for guarding at night (l. 
6: τῆς νυκτοφυλακίας).

8 Cf. BGU 1.14.5.20 (255 CE), where an estate account from Memphis records a cash 
salary to the grape guard Peteson (Πετεσῶντ̣ι φύλακι ἀμπ(ελώνων)) for the sum of 80 
drachmas. See also PSI 4.345 and P.Cair.Zen. 4.59610, where guarding seems to be the 
sole duty of the individuals mentioned as guards. In labor contracts from Greco-Roman 
Egypt, salaries are most often in cash, though payment in kind is also possible, as is the 
potential for an in-kind bonus at the harvest. See A. Jördens, Vertragliche Regelungen 
von Arbeiten im späten griechischsprachigen Ägypten (Heidelberg 1990) 157-159, and 
O. Montevecchi, I contratti di lavoro e di servizio nell’Egitto greco romano e bizantino 
(Milan 1950) 11-12.

9 A watchtower in a vineyard is attested as μαγδώλιον (P.Ross.Georg. 2.19.8, 43 [141 
CE]), πύργος (SPP. 20.218.16 [624 CE?]), and, perhaps, μάγδωλος (BGU 7.1550.2 [II/
III CE]). See also Kloppenborg (n. 3) 296 (with n. 72), 520, 561, though the use of such 
towers in vineyards for guarding is not quite as well attested for Egypt as for elsewhere. 
For North Africa and Palestine, see A. Stuiber, “Die Wachhütte im Weingarten,” JAC 2 
(1959) 86-89, S. Appelbaum, S. Dar, and Z. Safrai, “The Towers of Samaria,” Palestine 
Exploration Quarterly (1978) 91-100, Isaiah 5:2, Matt. 21:33, Mark 12:1, Ps.-Cyprian, 
De mont. 14 with J. Daniélou, The Origins of Latin Christianity (London 1977) 52-53. 
For Greece, see S. Isager and E. Skydsgaard, Ancient Greek Agriculture: An Introduction 
(London 1992) 68-69, and Morris and Papadopoulos (n. 3) 175-180. Note, however, 
that references to μάγδωλοι, μαγδωλοφύλακες, etc. in Egypt should not be assumed 
to apply to vineyards (pace Kloppenborg [n. 3] 520, 561) – these seem rather to be 
connected to civic protection and were part of a system of liturgies (N. Lewis, The 
Compulsory Public Services of Roman Egypt, 2nd ed. [Florence 1997] 37). 

10 P.Gur. 8.11-12: Ὥρου τοῦ φύλακος ἐκδραμόντος ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς κακ̣[οποιή]σα[ν]τες 
αὐτὸν ἔτυπτον εἰς ὃ ἔτυχον μέρος τοῦ σώματος. Cf. the report of trouble in P.Mich. 1.63 
(247 BCE) – also occuring in Epeiph – where the culprits are described as “violent and 
rapacious” (ll. 10-11: β]ια̣ῖοί εἰσιν καὶ ἅ[ρ]παγες).
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vineyard during this potentially volatile period, he commits himself to a job 
that could place his own wellbeing in harm’s path.11 P.Mich. inv. 438, therefore, 
adds a new piece of evidence – an actual labor contract – to the growing body 
of documents that inform our understanding of this occupation which, though 
not without risks, was crucial to the economic success of a vineyard. 

This text is also interesting due to the people involved in the contract. The 
guard carries the gentilicium Flavius, as does his employer. In later Roman 
Egypt, and especially in the fourth century, this gentilicium was a mark of sta-
tus, distinguishing citizens that were employed in military and civil affairs from 
the masses, who were likely to hold the unremarkable gentilicium Aurelius.12 A 
labor contract between two Flavii, therefore, is rather unexpected, since hired 
labor in this period had negative or even servile connotations, and it does not 
seem prima facie likely that guarding a vineyard was particularly prestigious 
work.13 Indeed, it has been thought that guards during this period belonged 
to the “lower reaches of society.”14 More expected, then, would have been a 
labor contract between an Aurelius and a Flavius.15 One possible explanation 
is that Flavius the guard might have been a subordinate of Flavius biarchos in 
their numerus, and thus the gentilicia, while suggesting equality on the sur-
face, may in fact conceal other hierarchies. If this was the case, it is left unsaid 
what financial concerns drove Flavius the guard to keep watch over Flavius 
biarchos’ vineyards, though one might imagine that guarding could have been 
a convenient source of income for a veteran. However, putting aside specula-
tions about Flavius the guard, the identity of the vineyard’s owner as Flavius 
biarchos means that P.Mich. inv. 438 also provides evidence for landholding in 
an Egyptian village by a military officer, another interesting aspect of this text.16 

Finally, P.Mich. inv. 438 is interesting because it mentions a hitherto unat-
tested Egyptian village, Panoouei (see commentary below on l. 9). The only 
information relevant for this village’s location presented by our text is that a 

11 Interestingly, literary texts that mention guarding vineyards (e.g., Theoc. 1.45-51, 
5.112; Var. R. 1.8.5; cf. Ar. Eq. 1076-1077) focus mostly on protecting ripened grapes 
from animals, above all foxes (see the note on Theoc. 1.49 in A.S.F. Gow, Theocritus 
[Cambridge 1952] 2:11 for additional references). For mice, see Schnebel (n. 4) 274-
275, and Kloppenborg (n. 3) 398-399, on P.Cair.Zen. 3.59300 with his note on l. 17. 

12 See J.G. Keenan, “The Names Flavius and Aurelius as Status Designations in Later 
Roman Egypt,” ZPE 11 (1973) 33-63, esp. 51.

13 See Montevecchi (n. 8) 12.
14 R.S. Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton 1993) 90-91.
15 As in P.Oxy. 1.140 (550 CE), where Aurelius Serenus enters into an agreement with 

Flavius Serenus, or P.Stras. 1.40 (569 CE), where Aurelius Kollouthos agrees to work for 
the scholasticus Flavius Phoibammon.

16 On the land holdings of the military, see Bagnall (n. 14) 177-179.
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vineyard is nearby, but, as vineyards were found in Egypt from the Delta to El-
ephantine, this detail is rather unhelpful.17 While the location of Panoouei thus 
cannot be determined from the present text, there remains hope that future 
publications of papyri will help illuminate this minor geographical mystery.

P.Mich. inv. 438 H x W = 12 x 8.5 cm Provenance unknown, IV CE

1 ὑπατε̣ί[̣ας          ca. 15           ] 
      τῶν λα̣[μπροτάτων] 
 Φλάυιος Λ̣[          ca. 15          ] 
 Φλ[αυίῳ      ca. 11      βιάρ-] 
5 χῳ ἀριθμ̣[οῦ   ca. 5-11   χαίρειν] 
 ὁμολογῶ συντ[εθεῖσθαι] 
 πρὸς σὲ αἰφ᾽ ᾧτέ με τὸ ὑ̣[π]ά̣ρ̣- 
 χον σοι χωρίον ἀμπελικὸν 
 περὶ κώμην Πανοουει φυ- 
10 λάξε ἀπὸ τῆς ἐνεστώσης 
 ἡμέρας ἄχρι τρύγης καὶ 
 [παραγ]ω̣γῆς εἰς τὸ μηδε- 
 [μίαν ἀμέ]λιαν γίνεσθαι καὶ  
 [δέξασθαι] ἀ̣ντὶ μισθοῦ ὅλου 
15 [τοῦ προκ]ε̣ιμ̣ένου χρόνου 
         ] . α̣ . [ 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

7 l. ἐφ᾽ 9-10 l. φυλάξαι

“In the consulship of … the clarissimi, Flavius … to Flavius … biarchos 
of the numerus …, greetings. I agree that I have made a contract with you 
on the condition that I guard your property, a vineyard near the village Pa-
noouei, from the present day until vintage and transport, so that there be no 
negligence, and on the condition that I receive in return for pay for all of the 
aforementioned time …”

1 ὑπατε̣ί[̣ας]: In the current state of preservation, a small piece of papy-ας]: In the current state of preservation, a small piece of papy-]: In the current state of preservation, a small piece of papy-
rus in the extant top right corner is out of alignment with the rest of the text. 
This makes it unclear whether or not the ink on that fragment completes the 
ending of ὑπατε̣ί[̣ας], but the introduction is formulaic and the supplement is 

17 For the geographical distribution of viticulture in Roman Egypt, see Ruffing (n. 
4) 19-53.
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thus secure. There is space in the lacuna that follows for about 15 letters which 
must contain two short names for the consuls of the year, with καί standing in 
between. However, consultation of Bagnall-Worp, CSBE2 did not yield a single 
pair of candidates to fill the lacuna satisfactorily, and hence the document is 
dated only on paleographic grounds (see n. 2 above).

2 λα̣[μπροτάτων: Translates Latin clarissimi, an honorary title for the 
senatorial classes.18 The epithet is typical for consuls in the papyri during this 
period (see Bagnall-Worp, CSBE2 172-216 for many examples).

3 The remnants of what is almost certainly a λ are still visible. One ex-λ are still visible. One ex- are still visible. One ex-
pects that the lacuna contained further identifying information about Flavius 
the guard, e.g., his father’s name.

4-5 Φλ[αυίῳ ca. 11 βιάρ]|χῳ ἀριθμ̣[οῦ: βίαρχος is the only attested 
-αρχος office that appears in the papyri with the genitive ἀριθμοῦ, which is 
the probable case form of ἀριθμ̣[. The phrase βίαρχ- ἀριθμοῦ is attested four 
times in the papyri: P.Oxy. 60.4084.6 (339 CE), P.Würzb. 17.5-6 (454 CE), SB 
18.13620.2 (473 CE), and P.Rain.Cent. 112.5-6 (509 CE), and where a name 
can be read for the biarchos, he carries the gentilicum Flavius, providing further 
support for the supplement in l. 4.19 A biarchos was a non-commissioned of-
ficer in the Roman army of the fourth century and thereafter that was higher 
than circitor but subordinate to centenarius, apparently corresponding to the 
older office of frumentarius, although the precise duties of the biarchos are 
not entirely clear.20 The center of l. 4 probably contained the rest of the name 
of Flavius the biarchos. ἀριθμός translates Latin numerus (the transliteration 
νούμερος also appears, e.g., in BGU 12.2138.3-4), a word that could be used in 
the fourth century for either a nonspecific military unit or the numerus itself, 
being a kind of unit that was variable in its size and construction.21 The office of 
biarchos appears attached to several different numeri in the papyri, but without 

18 See A.H.M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284-602: A Social, Administrative and 
Economic Survey (Oxford 1964) 1:527-529.

19 The name is typical of military officers in the fourth century CE: see introduction 
above and Keenan (n. 12) 49-50.

20 On the office of biarchos, see R. Grosse, Römische Militärgeschichte von Gallienus 
bis zum Beginn der byzantinischen Themenverfassung (Berlin 1920) 114-115; Jones, (n. 
18) 1:634, 674, 2:1263-1264. 

21 Jones (n. 18) 1:610, on numerus: “this word became from the fourth century on-
wards increasingly common as a general term covering units of all kinds.” See also Y. Le 
Bohec, L’armée romaine sous le Bas-Empire (Paris 2006) 74-75, and for imperial numeri 
in the northern and western provinces, as well as in Africa (but not Egypt), P. Southern, 
“The Numeri of the Roman Imperial Army,” Britannia 20 (1989) 81-140.
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knowing the location of Panoouei (l. 9), it is futile to conjecture what numerus 
is referred to here. Furthermore, the understanding of troop deployments in 
later Roman Egypt is incomplete, though for some units, like the Mauri, there 
is more information.22 One expects some form of χαίρειν at the end of l. 5, as 
is typical in labor contracts of this form.23

6 ὁμολογῶ συντ[εθεῖσθαι: Standard language for labor contracts (cf. 
e.g., P.Oxy. 8.1122.8-9, 1.140.8, 16.1894.8, Stud.Pal. 20.217.6, BGU 1.3.12-13, 
and Jördens [n. 8] 151-152 with n. 40). There is a horizontal wrinkle in the 
papyrus extending through the γ of ὁμολογῶ that has dislocated some of the 
fibers, but the text is nevertheless readable.

7 αἰφ᾽: l. ἐφ’: The interchange of ε and αι became very common in the 
Roman period (Gignac, Gram. 1:191-193). The scribe of the present document 
errs in the opposite direction in l. 10.

- ὑ̣[π]ά̣ρ̣-: There is a small lacuna on the papyrus, though there are traces 
of an υ and α (for the shape, cf. l. 5 ἀριθμ̣[οῦ and l. 10 ἀπό). The ρ is nearly 
certain. 

8-9 Starting just above l. 8 the papyrus has suffered some abrasion on the 
right-hand side, causing the ink of some letters to be slightly faded or blurred 
(e.g., υ in φυ-|λάξε), though the text can still be read clearly. 

8 χωρίον ἀμπελικόν: A standard phrase for “vineyard” in the Roman 
period (Schnebel [n. 4] 242 with n. 3). 

9 Πανοουει: This village is hitherto unattested and its location cannot be 
inferred from the present document. Panoouei is similar in name to a village 
near Oxyrhynchus, Paneuei (Πανευεί)24, but there is no phonetic explanation 
for the interchange of ευ with οου, and these would therefore seem to be dis-ευ with οου, and these would therefore seem to be dis- with οου, and these would therefore seem to be dis-οου, and these would therefore seem to be dis-, and these would therefore seem to be dis-
tinct villages. Note, however, that the personal name Πανου[ε]ις appears in 
Stud.Pal. 22.67.302 (Soknopaiou Nesos, ca. 220 CE). Like Πανευεί, the top-Πανευεί, the top-, the top-
onym Πανοουει appears indeclinable in Greek.

22 See Bagnall (n. 14) 174-175, and B. Palme, “The imperial presence: Government 
and army,” in R.S. Bagnall (ed.), Egypt in the Byzantine World, 300-700 (Cambridge 
2007) 258-259.

23 For the form of the prescript in labor contracts, see Jördens (n. 8) 151. 
24 For Paneuei, see Calderini, Diz.geogr. 4:1, 36-37, H. Verreth, A Survey of Toponyms 

in Egypt in the Graeco-Roman Period (Cologne and Leuven 2008) 368 (=Trismegistos 
Online Publications 2), and A. Benaissa, Rural Settlements of the Oxyrhynchite Nome: 
A Papyrological Survey (Cologne and Leuven 2012) 251-252 (=Trismegistos Online 
Publications 4).
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9-10 φυ-|λάξε: l. φυλάξαι. The scribe’s second ε/αι interchange in this 
document: see note on l. 7 above.

11-12 ἄχρι τρύγης καὶ | [παραγ]ω̣γῆς: These nouns appear as a pair also 
in P.Lond. 2.163.30 (Karanis, 88 CE), a lease of a vineyard in which the harvest 
of the grapes, transport, and associated expenses (l. 30 τρύγης καὶ παραγωγῆς 
κ̣αὶ δαπάνης̣) are said to be the responsibility (l. 31 ὄντων πρὸς ἡμᾶς) of the 
lessees. The vintage was typically carried out from Epeiph to Thoth (July to 
September): see introduction above with n. 5.

12-13 εἰς τὸ μηδε-|[μίαν ἀμε]λίαν γίνεσθαι: The phrase appears to be an 
abbreviation of standard language (the Wohlverhaltensklausel) found in later 
labor contracts, namely, P.Heid. 5.345.1-3 (early VI CE), P.Oxy. 51.3641.10-
12 (544 CE), P.Mil. 2.48.6-7 (549 CE), and P.Oxy. 1.140.15-17 (550 CE), all 
probably from Oxyrhynchus.25 In these sixth-century documents, the phrase is 
considerably expanded. Typically, an adverb like ἀόκνως, “resolutely,” describ-ἀόκνως, “resolutely,” describ-, “resolutely,” describ- “resolutely,” describ-
ing the manner in which the laborer has agreed to fulfill the requisite job re-
sponsibilities, triggers the prepositional phrase εἰς + articular infinitive (τὸ … 
γίνεσθαι), expressing purpose. This prepositional phrase indicates the reason 
the laborer undertakes the work in the stated manner, but in the other extant 
examples of the formula the infinitive is preceded by περὶ ἐμέ (omitted in the 
present document), so that the sense of the whole phrase is “(I, X undertake 
to do job Y) resolutely so that no negligence attach to me.” μηδεμίαν ἀμελίαν 
(also appearing as or corrected to ἀμέλειαν) is typically accompanied by forms 
of other abstract nouns, such as μέμψις “blame” and κατάγνωσις “dereliction of 
duty,” which make the meaning of the phrase clearer. In the present document 
the phrase is extremely compressed, but the clause is recognizable and thus 
the contract makes it explicit enough that Flavius agrees to perform his job 
competently. P.Mich. inv. 438 is the earliest attestation of this formula.

13-15 καὶ…χρόνου: The phrasing is formulaic in labor contracts for the 
stipulation of wages, though the text breaks off before recording the amount 
paid.26 

14 [δέξασθαι]: Needed to complete the sense of the line and found in 
other labor contracts with similar language, e.g., P.Oxy. 51.3641.12.

15 προκ]ε̣ιμ̣ένου: Faint traces of an ει combination are visible before the 
μ. The ι does not ascend above the line, as in Πανοουει (l. 9) and εἰς (l. 12). 

25 Provenance is uncertain in the case of P.Mil. 2.48. For the formula, see also Jördens 
(n. 8) 155-156.

26 For the language, see ibid. 157-159.



 Guarding Grapes in Roman Egypt 143

16 […] . α̣ . […]: The top hoop of an α is visible as are the traces of two 
– perhaps three – additional letters. This line should include the quality and 
quantity of pay Flavius is to receive for his guard duties, whether in cash, kind, 
or some combination (see n. 8 above).





The Mysterion of P.Mich. inv. 40611

C. Michael Sampson University of Manitoba

Abstract
Edition of a fifth-century document from the Michigan collection 
with a number of unusual features.

This tall, narrow strip of light brown papyrus was acquired in July 1925 
by Dr. Askren and Professor Boak of the University of Michigan and is not of 
particularly high quality. It is broken off at the top and at left, along the latter 
of which the text is regularly abraded (especially on lines 10-17). The left edge 
also protrudes slightly (at ll. 11-14 and 17). There is a fold along the vertical axis 
just before the fragment’s midway point (ca. 5.5 cm from the right edge, which 
indicates that it was probably folded from right to left). A bottom margin of 
1.6 cm survives, and while several lines of text come within millimeters of the 
right-hand edge (e.g., ll. 6, 9, 15, 17), the final letter of many others extends into 
a filler stroke (e.g., ll. 3, 4, 5, 10, 12, 13), which signals both the text’s right edge 
and that the scribe preferred line-end and word-end to coincide. On the papy-
rus is thus preserved the right-hand portion of the text’s final eighteen lines.

The document’s original height is unknown, but on the assumption of a 
typical Byzantine roll-height of 30 cm, up to seven lines may be missing at the 
top. As regards the width of the column, if the papyrus was folded in half, we 
need only conjecture a handful (i.e. ≤ 3) of lacunose or abraded letters at left 
to create two text blocks on either side of the prominent fold. Further folds, 
however, are likely – or at least a lacuna larger than three letter-spaces (see the 
reconstruction of the contents, below). The pen’s tip is not especially fine and, 
as is typical of Byzantine hands, the letters are large (6-7 mm tall, on average). 
The script is upright, inclining slightly to the right, and is a somewhat mixed 

1 Work on this fragment commenced during the American Society of Papyrologists’ 
2012 Summer Institute in Chicago. I am grateful to the institute’s other participants and 
its instructors – especially James Keenan – for comment and collaboration, to Arthur 
Verhoogt and Mark Lawall for helpful suggestions, to the University of Manitoba for 
financial support, and to the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection. Image 
digitally reproduced with the permission of the Papyrus Collection, Graduate Library, 
University of Michigan.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 145-152
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breed. Individual letters tend to be formed separately, and parallels can be 
found in more formal fifth-century texts with chancery features.2 Yet ligatures 
and cursive elements intervene occasionally and at random, presumably under 
the influence of minuscule cursive, with which the scribe was either experi-
menting or into which habit he reverted as the speed of his ductus increased.3 
The text is written with the fibers.

P.Mich. inv. 4061 H x W = 21.6 x 12.1 cm  Unknown prov., V CE 

 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
 [ ca.?    ] . [ . . ] . [    ca. 6 cm    ] 
 [ ca.?   ]ο̣ς̣ καὶ εὗραν 
 [ ca.?   ἀ]σ̣καλώ̣νια 
 [ ca.?        ἄ]λλα̣ τίμια 
5 [ ca.?  κ]α̣ὶ ὁ Ἀνθέμ̣ιος 
 [ ca.?           σ]ύ̣νολα τὰ χρήματα 
 [ ca.?      ]δ̣έδωκεν τῷ 
 [ ca.?  Σαραπ]άμμωνι καὶ 
 [ ca.?            ] ἐ̣ξ̣ῆξεν τὸ μυστήριον 
10 [ ca.?    ] . εμπνουθης 
 [ ca.?         ἐ]μ̣β̣ο̣λ̣άτωρ ⸌Ἀσ̣κ̣λ̣η̣π̣ιόδοτος⸍ καὶ πάντες 
 [ ca.?          ] . [ . . ] διοικοῦντε̣ς̣ 
 [ ca.?          ] . . . η̣ς τῷ δεσπότῃ τῆς 
 [ ca.?            ] . ε̣ . ς̣ καὶ κελείσῃ 
15 [ ca.?    ] . . ιο̣ν παρασταθῆναι 
 [ ca.?    ] . ν̣ τῶν τάξεων 
 [ ca.?    Σαρα]π̣ά̣μμωνος ἐλεύσ̣οντο̣ς̣ 
 [ ca.?   ] τ̣οῦ δεσπότ̣ο̣υ. ⳨ .

6 σ]ύ̣νολα or ] . ν ὅλα 9 read μουστάριον 11 ⸌ασ̣κ̣λ̣〚η̣π̣ιο〛οτος⸍ pap., 
corr. from ⸌ασ̣κ̣λ̣η̣δ̣ιοδοτος⸍ 14 . ε̣ . ς̣ οr . ε̣ . ε̣; read κελεύσει 17  corr. from 
ελευροντο̣ς̣, read ἐλευσομένου

2 Cf. P.Flor. 3.315 (435 CE); P.Flor. 1.94 (491 CE). While the hand indulges in oc-
casional cursive flourishes, its affinities with and differences from rapidly-composed 
documents such as PSI 12.1265 (426 or 441 CE) are clear.

3 On the emergence of minuscule elements in the more formal chancery style by 
the late fifth century, see G. Cavallo, La scrittura greca e latina dei papiri (Pisa 2008) 
127-130.



 The Mysterion of P.Mich. inv. 4061 147

“… they also found … Ashkelon-containers (?) … other valuables (?) … 
and Anthemios … all the money/goods (?) … gave it up to (masc./neut. noun) 
… to (Sarap)ammon and … exported the moustarion … -empnouthes … em-
bolator – i.e. Asklepiodotos – and all the (?) … administering … to the owner/
master of (fem. noun) … (?) and will command … to stand liable … from/of the 
accounts/offices … of (Sara)pammon about to arrive … of the owner/master.”
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The text mentions a number of individuals by name (Anthemios, 
-empnouthes, Asklepiodotos), one of which, a compound in -ammon, appears 
twice.4 The absence both of documentary boilerplate and of the text’s incipit 
leaves the precise nature of the document somewhat unclear, but whether it 
is a letter or (less likely) a petition, the presence of an embolator and the pos-
sibility of bank accounts (τάξεων, l. 16) suggest that it is legal in context and 
involves the (mis)appropriation of some sort of capital. The pair of references 
to a master indicates the relative social inferiority on the part of the author.

A cursory reconstruction leads from a discovery (εὗραν) in the second 
extant line to Ashkelon-containers (ἀσκαλώνια) and other valuables (ἄλλα 
τίμια). A certain Anthemios seems to be held responsible for giving a great 
mass of goods or money away, perhaps to (Sarap)ammon. Following a perplex-
ing reference to a μυστήριον, administrative and legal terminology abounds: 
a bank agent (the embolator, l. 11) is followed in the next line by the technical 
term for administration (διοικοῦντες), an activity probably pertaining to the 
owner or master (δεσπότης) mentioned in l. 13. Next, someone is ordered 
to stand liable (παρασταθῆναι), perhaps regarding the accounts (or possibly 
offices) mentioned in l. 16. The impending arrival of (Sara)pammon is men-
tioned before the text concludes with another reference to a master.

Word-order and morphology give the impression of continuity and syn-
tax: a series of neutral plural forms – ἀσκαλώνια (l. 3), τίμια (l. 4), χρήματα (l. 
6) – are possibly the things given away in l. 7 (δέδωκεν). Similarly, Asklepi-δέδωκεν). Similarly, Asklepi-). Similarly, Asklepi-
odotos and the anonymous πάντες (l. 11) are easily taken as the subjects of 
the participle διοικοῦντες (l. 12), just as the genitives [Σαρα]πάμμωνος and 
δεσπότου (ll. 17-18) are potentially identified with one another (see further 
commentary below, l. 18). But so narrative and linear a reconstruction belies 
the state of the text. Given that the supplement [Σαραπ]άμμωνι requires a 
minimum of five letters, the ideas that the papyrus was folded in half and that 
a mere three letters are lost are difficult to maintain.

2 First aorist forms of εὑρίσκω (such as εὗραν, here) are frequent in 
post-Ptolemaic papyri.5

4 Names ending in -ammon abound (e.g. Phoibammon, Neilammon/Nilammon, 
Philammon): in the fifth century, and especially in the Hermopolite nome, Phoibam-
mon is far the most common. It is, however, incompatible with the visible traces in l. 
17, which make Sarapammon the likeliest candidate.

5 Mandilaras, Verb 151 (par. 317.11).
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3 Attested in papyri from the fourth century CE on, ἀσκαλώνια are a 
type of amphora whose name refers to a major center of manufacture.6 Like 
the gazitia with which they are regularly found, the contents of askalonia are 
principally (but not exclusively) wine,7 as might be expected given the popular-
ity of wines from this region in the Byzantine period.

5 The name Anthemios is well attested in fifth-century documents (cf. 
CPR 19.6; P.Bodl. 1.52; P.Lond. 5.1793; P.Münch. 3.102; P.Yale 1.71). Ours is not 
the Anthemios who was consul in 405 CE (PLRE 2:93-95), though the presence 
of the definite article immediately before the name is curious: the inverted 
sequence ὁ καὶ Ἀνθέμιος would be quite normal.

7 The verb here is probably a compound: either [παρα]δέδωκεν (“grant-παρα]δέδωκεν (“grant-]δέδωκεν (“grant-δέδωκεν (“grant- (“grant-
ed,” “handed over,” “surrendered”) or [ἐπι]δέδωκεν (“gave freely,” “donated”) 
are possible, but the former is perhaps more likely since the latter appears 
overwhelmingly in first-person forms in papyri.

9 The sigmatic aorist forms of ἄ�ω are frequent in place of the redupli-ἄ�ω are frequent in place of the redupli- are frequent in place of the redupli-
cated aorist in post-Ptolemaic papyri, such as ἐξῆξεν for ἐξή�α�εν here.8

- μυστήριον: as the title of this article hints, the reference to a mysterion 
in the singular poses the text’s most serious interpretive obstacle. Within the 
papyrological corpus, the singular is almost non-existent,9 and knowledge of 
the mysteries of the Christian religion is irrelevant to the text’s contents.10 It 
is preferable to analyze μυστήριον as μουστάριον instead,11 which would add 

6 For an identification from finds at Ashkelon, see P. Mayerson, “The Gaza ‘Wine’ Jar 
(Gazition) and the ‘Lost’ Ashkelon Jar (Askalônion),” IEJ 42 (1992) 80. See also N. Kruit 
and K. Worp, “Geographical Jar Names: Towards a Multidisciplinary Approach” APF 
46 (2000) 99-101; B. Johnson and L.E. Stager, “Ashkelon: Wine Emporium of the Holy 
Land,” in S. Gitin and M. Artzy (eds.), Recent Excavations in Israel: A View to the West 
(Dubuque 1995) 95-109; and T.M. Hickey, Wine, Wealth, and the State in Late Antique 
Egypt: The House of Apion at Oxyrhynchus (Ann Arbor 2012) 188-189.

7 For an inventory of their attested contents, see Mayerson (n. 6) 79. As Johnson and 
Stager (n. 6) 99 note, due to “the paucity of complete or restorable vessels,” the standard 
capacity for these vessels cannot be calculated.

8 Mandilaras, Verb 143 (par. 306.1) and further parallels in Gignac, Gram. 2:290-291.
9 O.Bodl. 2.1998 (II-III CE) is the exception.
10 The root involves initiation (esp. via baptism) and admission into the mysteries of 

the faith: see G.W.H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford 1961-1968) and E.A. 
Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (reprint New York 1957) 
s.v. μυέω.

11 The alternation of -υ- and -ου- is not unusual: Gignac, Gram. 1:214-215; P.Oxy. 
16.1854.2 (μυστάριν for μουστάριον). For the more unusual substitution of the suf-μυστάριν for μουστάριον). For the more unusual substitution of the suf- for μουστάριον). For the more unusual substitution of the suf-μουστάριον). For the more unusual substitution of the suf-). For the more unusual substitution of the suf-
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to the askalonia of l. 2 a further kind of wine jar: moustaria, appropriately, do 
not appear prior to the Byzantine period.12 The preceding verb ἐξῆξεν would 
then most probably have the meaning “exported” (instead of “produced” or 
“brought forth”),13 though it remains unclear why only a single vessel is at stake.

10 The name in this line cannot be securely restored. The first traces 
appear to be the rightmost portion of a mu (alpha is a less likely alternative), 
but no name ending in -μεμπνουθης is attested. Of the possibilities that end in 
-εμπνουθης, neither psi (Psempnouthes) nor tau-sigma (Tsempnouthes) can 
be read in the traces. A third possibility, namely, a form of Senpnouthes, is no 
more preferable since the traces indicate that sigma would be ligatured to the 
previous letter at lower letter height (hence my preference for mu). I print ] . 
εμπνουθης and leave the first letter uncertain. 

11 While the reading is difficult, the agent-noun ending in -λατωρ is 
almost certainly ἐμβολάτωρ, as traces consistent with mu and beta appear at 
the papyrus’ left edge, with faint flecks of ink occupying a single letter-space 
before traces of lambda. This bank agent, who may not be associated specifi-
cally with the embole,14 is appropriate in the context of wine-jars, accounts, and 
their (mis)appropriation. In any event, this would be an early reference to an 
embolator in the papyri.

- The reading that follows is more difficult: immediately after the final 
rho in embolator there appears an interlinear gloss ending in -ιοδοτος, which is 
most easily explained as the scribe’s attempt to state this bank agent’s name for 
the record. Unfortunately, the earliest part of the gloss is cramped and effaced. 
As best I can tell from the traces, the name was written in three phases: initially 
(a), the scribe wrote Ἀσκληδιόδοτος before realizing he had made a mistake. 
Due to a lack of space, (b) correcting the first delta to pi could only be achieved 

fix -τήριον for -τάριον, cf. P.Lond. 4.1708.248, 262a (θρεπτήριον for θρεπτάριον) and 
the inverse interchange in P.Oxy. 16.1922.4 (ῥωσιτάριον for ῥωσιτήριον): see Palmer, 
Gram. 88, 110.

12 See Hickey (n. 6) 194. Both terms appear infrequently in the papyri, and potential 
parallels for the misspelling are hard to find: the best candidate is O.Ber. 2.124c.8 (50-75 
CE), where the reading μυστήρια σδ may record a number (i.e. 204), since the sigma 
there is otherwise inscrutable. I owe this suggestion to Arthur Verhoogt.

13 LSJ s.v. II.
14 See P. Mayerson, “The Embolator in Sixth/Seventh-Century Papyri,” BASP 46 

(2009) 139-143. The embolator, Mayerson notes (143), was not owed a salary, but was 
compensated by way of a perquisite (συνήθεια), which in one case (P.Oxy. 58.3960.25) 
takes the form of knidia of wine. 
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by writing the new letter in the space already occupied by the previous one.15 
But when the result was barely legible, (c) the scribe scribbled over the correc-
tion with one or more horizontal strokes, which had the further consequence 
of indiscriminately obscuring several letters to either side of the mistake.16

14 κελειση: probably the future indicative κελεύσει, as the surviving 
syntax is insufficient to analyze as the aorist subjunctive κελεύσῃ.

16 τάξεων: forms in the singular are far more common (τάξις = offi-
cium), and although one can conceive of offices or duties in the plural (civil/
military; imperial/local; from different provinces, etc.), the proximity of an 
embolator and a question of liability (παρασταθῆναι) suggest that the items 
in question are accounts or payments, or even categories of land (which are 
similarly termed τάξεις).

17 This is another difficult reading with no clear solution. To my eye, 
the scribe wrote rho initially before superimposing a sigma as a correction. 
While future active forms of ἔρχομαι (such as ἐλεύσοντος for the expected 
ἐλευσομένου) are to my knowledge otherwise unparalleled, one does find the 
future active forms of other verbs in place of the deponent future.17

18 Given that the term δεσπότης and the name (Sara)pammon appear 
as genitives in the final two lines, it is tempting to identify the two. Such a 
reading would be consistent with the possibility that (Sara)pammon was the 
recipient of the goods described in ll. 6-8 (he may also be the despot mentioned 
in l. 13). Although the staurogram is ligatured to the final upsilon of δεσπότου, 
it simply marks the end of the document, as is normal.18 

15 A second correction in l. 17, where sigma is written directly on top of rho, is made 
in precisely this way.

16 The name Asklepiodotos appears in other fifth-century papyri (cf. P.Oxy. 72.4903; 
P.Rain.Cent. 92; SB 12.11023; SB 12.15620). As his minor position as embolator guar-
antees, our Asklepiodotos cannot be the Flavius Asklepiodotos who held a consulship 
in 423 CE (PLRE 2:160).

17 Cf. the parallels in Gignac, Gram. 2:321-22; Mandilaras, Verb 176-77 (par. 367).
18 While it is true that the staurogram represents the crucified Christ visually – see 

L.W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins 
(Grand Rapids 2006) 135-157 – the Christian invocation identifying Christ as despot 
(ἐν ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου καὶ δεσπότου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν) 
appears widely only at the end of the sixth century, as a result of a decree of Mauricius: 
see R.S. Bagnall and K.A. Worp, “Christian Invocations in the Papyri,” CdÉ 56 (1981) 
112-133.
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- At the far right edge of the papyrus, several cm to the right of the tau-
rho staurogram, are vertical traces of ink. These cannot be part of the text, but 
are noted in the edition by a stray dot at the end of the line.



P.Corn. inv. 127: Letter Seeking Capture 
and Rendition of Runaway ταρσικάριοι1

Ryan E. McConnell College of William and Mary

Abstract
Edition of a fragmentary papyrus letter of unknown provenance, in 
which the sender orders the pursuit, capture, and rendition of five 
ταρσικάριοι – weavers of linen fabric in the Tarsian style, some or 
all likely slaves. A post-script singles out individuals for questioning, 
among them an οἰκέτης, and mentions an Antiochene μάγειρος, who 
is also apparently in flight. A discussion of the letter’s implications 
for the use of slave labor in skilled production in Late Antique Egypt 
follows the edition.

P.Corn. inv. 127  H x W = 20 x 13.5 cm V-VI CE 
  Provenance unknown

The upper part and right-hand edge of the papyrus are lost. The left (2.5 
cm) and bottom (2 cm) margins are preserved, and part of a kollesis is visible 
along the fragment’s lower right-hand border. The recto preserves parts of 15 
lines of text written along the fibers. The papyrus appears to have been rolled 
vertically, flattened, and then folded. This rolling and folding explains why the 
writing on the verso is also in the direction of the fibers and accounts for the 
parallel vertical tears across the document and the straight, vertical line along 
which the papyrus is torn on the right. In addition to the loss of several lines 
of text or parts thereof at the top, upwards of 30 letters are missing from the 
ends of the lines. The extant papyrus also displays two large holes, neither of 
which significantly impairs the reading.

1  P.Corn. inv. 127 is kept in the papyrological collection of the University of Michigan. 
I began work on the letter at the ASP Papyrological Summer Institute held in Ann Arbor 
in 2009. Many thanks to the late Traianos Gagos, who organized the Institute, for the 
opportunity to edit and publish the document and for his instruction. Thanks also to 
the co-organizers of the Institute, Jim Keenan, Arthur Verhoogt, and Terry Wilfong, 
and to the other participants for their valuable input. I am grateful to Peter van Minnen 
and the anonymous readers for their comments, and to Maryline Parca for her guidance 
throughout my work on the papyrus.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 153-164
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The papyrus preserves partial lines of the end of a letter, the valediction, 
and incomplete lines of a postscript. The verso bears the names of addressee 
and sender, written across the original full height of the piece. The handwrit-
ing of the main section of text on the recto is a competent large-size upright 
script showing the influence of both Latin minuscule letters (alpha written as 
a, delta written as d, and eta as h) and chancery script (e.g., epsilon and xi). The 
hands in P.Mich. 11.611 (412), P.Mert. 1.43r (fifth century), and P.Oxy. 49.4004 
(fifth century) are close parallels, indicating that the letter belongs to the fifth 
or sixth century.2 The valediction embedded in the text (lines 9-11) is written 
in a different hand, a small and hasty cursive, and the subsequent postscript 
is penned in the first hand. The sender seemingly thought of specific people 
he wanted interviewed after the valediction had been written, perhaps by the 
sender himself. P.Oxy. 49.4004 is an exact parallel for such a postscript, using 
the same valedictory formula in a second hand before a postscript.3 In both 
cases the sender likely dictated the letter to a scribe, added the valediction in 
his own hand, and later asked the scribe to include further information in a 
postscript. The text on the verso appears to have been written by a hand dif-
ferent from either hand on the recto.

Recto

 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
 [ . . . ] . . . [ ] 
 οἰ]κ̣ογενη[ ] 
 πέντε ταρσικα̣[ ] 
 λ̣ε̣π̣τὸς τ̣οῖς σώμ̣[ασι καὶ ο] 
5 φθαλμο[[ν]]\ς/. σπούδασ̣ο̣[ν ] 
 πανταχόθεν ἀνιχνεῦσα[ι αὐτοὺς ] 
 κατὰ παντὸς τοῦ σώματος [ ] 
 σιδηρωθῆναι καὶ ἀποσταλῆν̣[αι αὐτοὺς ] 
 πρός με. (2nd hand) ἐρρῶ̣σ̣θ̣α̣ί ̣σ̣ε̣ εὔχομαι 
10                                π̣ο̣λ̣λ̣ο̣ῖ[̣ς] χρόνοις, 
                                κύριέ μ̣ο̣υ̣ τ̣[ι]μ̣ιώτατε 
 (1st hand) ἐξέτασον δὲ αὐτὸν Ἀ̣πολλώ̣[ καὶ] 
 ἡμέτερον οἰκέτη[ν] Σώσιμον π̣ . ο̣[  ] 

2 Other parallels include P.Amh. 2.148 (487); P.Cair.Masp. 3.67281 (538-540); P.Med. 
inv. 69.07 (424-425) = O. Montevecchi, La papirologia (2nd ed.; Milan 1988) no. 94; 
PSI 15.1568 (fifth/sixth century); and P.Laur. 4.177 (435) = H. Harrauer, Handbuch der 
griechischen Paläographie 2 (Stuttgart 2010) pl. 213.

3 P.Giss. 1.103 (4th century) provides another parallel for such an addendum.
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 Ἀντιοχέα μάγειρον ἐν φυγῇ  . [ ] 
15 νοντα

 6 ανϊχνευσα[

Verso

 (3rd hand?) [κυρίῳ μο]υ ἀδ̣ελφῷ Φοιβάμμωνι 
                  Ποιμένιος

 16 Φοιβάμμωνι: nu written twice

“(recto) … home-born … five weavers of Tarsian fabric … fine to their 
bodies … -eyed. Hurry … seek them out from all quarters … over the whole 
body … that they be clapped in irons and sent off to me. I wish you good health 
for many years, my most honored lord. (PS) And interrogate Apollo(nios?) 
himself and our oiketes Sosimos … the Antiochene butcher in flight …

(verso) To my lord brother Phoibammon, Poimenios.”

2 Both the neuter plural οἰ]κ̣ογενῆ[ and the masculine singular οἰ]
κ̣ογενή[ς are possibilities. The presence of the numeral πέντε in line 3 argues in 
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favor of the plural form, in which case δουλικὰ σώματα might be an attractive 
supplement in the first line. Parallels for that usage, however, are early: P.Mich. 
5.326 (first century), P.Mich. 15.707 (second century), P.Stras. 2.122 (second 
century). For οἰκογενῆ σώματα see SB 6.8993.6 (second century). If the mas-
culine singular is accepted instead, only one of the fugitives was οἰκογενής 
“home-born,” or only one of the fugitives is being described in the line.

3 ταρσικα̣[ might be supplemented with the plural ταρσικά̣[ριοι or the 
singular ταρσικά̣[ριος. The choice depends on whether (1) all the fugitives 
were ταρσικάριοι, (2) one of them was, or (3) none of them were. If the plural 
is read and (1) is the case, the document gives the origin of the fugitives in 
line 2 and their shared trade in line 3. Any noteworthy physical traits are listed 
individually in the following lines, explaining the switch from the plural in 
line 3, to the singular adjectives in lines 4 and 5. This scenario conforms to the 
structure of descriptions of fugitives in UPZ 1.121 (156 BCE), P.Oxy. 51.3616 
(third century), and P.Oxy. 51.3617 (third century), all wanted notices giving 
attributes of fugitive slaves. These notices display a remarkable continuity of 
form over several centuries.4 P.Corn. inv. 127 also appears to be in the same 
vein as SB 6.9532 (first century BCE) and P.Harr. 62 (150), private letters giv-
ing the features of fugitive slaves and prescribing the use of the type of wanted 
notice described above. The elements that could be included in these notices 
are name, age, origin, personal traits, and occupation. With the exception of 
name and age, which are usually given first,5 such identifiers are also present 
in the new text. If instead the singular ταρσικά̣[ριος is to be supplemented and 
(2) is the case, the numeral is difficult to explain. A larger space than usual is 
noticeable between the words πέντε and ταρσικα̣[, raising some doubt about 
whether the numeral should be taken with ταρσικα̣[, with οἰ]κ̣ογενη[ only, or 
with some phrase lost in the lacuna of the previous line. The cross stroke of the 
final epsilon in πέντε, however, extends to the initial tau of the following word, 
faintly drawn, and so the space between the words may have been caused by 
the scribe returning to the page after getting more ink. Case (3) conforms least 
with other known texts describing fugitives, since it would be necessary to sup-
pose that the origins of five slaves were given without further detail, followed 
by the profession of another individual, given without origin, name, or age.

Other groups of fugitive slaves occur in P.Harr. 62 (150), P.Berl.Leihg. 

4 On the similarity of wanted notices in the papyri to Lucian’s literary parody of the 
form, see the introduction to P.Oxy. 51.3616.

5 πέντε is unlikely to be part of someone’s age, since ciphers are overwhelmingly 
preferred in documents recording ages. It is possible that names and ages would have 
appeared in the lost upper portion of the papyrus.
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1.15 (189), and P.Thmouis 1 (second century).6

4 A runaway slave is described as λεπτ̣[ in P.Oxy. 51.3617.3. The dam-
aged state of the papyrus makes it is difficult to account for the dative plural 
τοῖς σώμ[ασι following the nominative masculine singular λεπτ�ς. It is pos- σώμ[ασι following the nominative masculine singular λεπτ�ς. It is pos-σώμ[ασι following the nominative masculine singular λεπτ�ς. It is pos- following the nominative masculine singular λεπτ�ς. It is pos-λεπτ�ς. It is pos-. It is pos-
sible that the scribe, having used the plural σώματα in line 2, here slipped into 
the plural instead of the singular. Another attractive possibility is that λ̣ε̣π̣τος 
instead modifies some substance or marking, lost in the lacuna of the previous 
line, that was applied to or present on the bodies of the fugitives.7

5 Many possible supplements to -φθαλμος are attested, e.g., μον�-, 
μικρ�-, κοιλ�-, μελαν�-. The scribe has crossed out the letter nu at the end 
of -φθαλμο and written sigma above, making the word nominative singular, 
perhaps parallel with λ̣ε̣π̣τ�ς.

6 The verb ἀνιχνεύω, unattested elsewhere in the published papyri, does 
occur in Greek prose in the sense of “to track down,” e.g., Plut. Caes. 69.2.

7 The phrase κατὰ παντὸς τοῦ σώματος (“over his entire body”) could be 
part of an instruction to examine the body of one of the fugitives. The phrase 
is elsewhere connected with wounds on the body, as in P.Mert. 2.89.10-11: 
ἐπιθεωρῆσαι ἃ ἔχ̣ει κατὰ τοῦ σώματος παντ�̣ς̣, and P.David 17: φαίνε̣σθαι τὰ 
ἐπικείμενα [πλήγ]μ̣ατα κατ ̣ὰ παντὸς το\ῦ/ ἐ̣μ̣οῦ σώματος. Alternatively σῶμα 
can mean “slave,” although the plural is far more usual in this meaning.8 If the 
word is used here in that sense, the phrase would mean “each and every slave.”

8 The verb σιδηρ�ω meaning “to place in irons” occurs in P.Abinn. 
42.13 (fourth century), a letter seeking the capture and rendition of a schem-
ing barber: σιδηρῶσαι αὐτὸν καὶ παραδώσῃ σοι; and in P.Athen.Xyla. 2 (sixth 
or seventh century), a petition from a detainee: ἐν τοῖς] δεσμωτηρίοις ὢν καὶ 
σεσιδηρωμέ[νος.

9-11 P.Oxy. 49.4004 (fifth century) preserves a close parallel for the vale-
dictory formula. In that text τιμιώτατε is followed by ἄδελφε, absent or lost 
in P.Corn. inv. 127. In BGU 3.950 (fourth to seventh centuries) ἄδελφε also 
follows τιμιώτατε.

6 For documents relating to slaves in flight, see I. Bieżuńska-Małowist, L’esclavage 
dans l’Égypte gréco-romaine 2 (Warsaw 1977) 141-143, where instances of several slaves 
fleeing from the same household are described as “relativement fréquents.”

7 This possibility was suggested by Peter van Minnen.
8 Preisigke, Wörterbuch, s.v. σῶμα, 3. See also J. A. Straus, “L’esclavage dans l’Égypte 

romaine,” ANRW 2.10.1 (Berlin 1988) 848 and n. 10.



158 Ryan E. McConnell

13 οἰκέται in Egypt could be household slaves, as the etymology would 
suggest, but in a rural context the designation can also refer to a legally free 
permanent employee on an estate. 9 Such οἰκέται were associated with the estate 
as a whole rather than any particular subsection of it. The latter seems more 
probably the case in this letter, since the recipient is the one with access to 
the οἰκέτης Σώσιμος, and an οἰκέτης with responsibilities on all of the estate’s 
holdings would be a natural person to interrogate about the whereabouts of 
fugitives.

14 Ἀντιοχέα could relate either to the origin of the butcher or to his 
name. Ἀντιοχεύς is unattested elsewhere in the papyri as a personal name. 
Similar names, however, do appear: Ἀντιοχία/Ἀντι�χεια (=TM Name 26808) 
7 times, 5 of which are feminine; Ἀντιοχίς (=TM Name 32430) twice; and 
Ἀντίοχος (=TM Name 2087) occurs 189 times. Th e connection of an Antio- (=TM Name 2087) occurs 189 times. The connection of an Antio-
chene with weavers of fabric in the Tarsian style might speculatively point to 
Antioch on the Orontes as the butcher’s city of origin.

- μάγειροι, “butchers,” are commonly mentioned in the papyri: e.g., 
P.Oxy. 24.2421 (312-323), P.Gen. 1.24 (fourth century), P.Oxy. 27.2480 (sixth 
century).

15 The disyllabic -νοντα runs over from the previous line. It is most 
probably a present participial ending possibly agreeing with Ἀντιοχέα μάγειρον.

The extant text begins with what appears to be a description of fugitives, 
apparently five in number, at least one of whom was a home-born slave. Their 
profession is ταρσικάριος, something is distinctive about their bodies, one 
has unusual eyes. The addressee, Phoibammon, is ordered to track down 
(ἀνιχνεῦσα[ι) and shackle (σιδηρωθῆναι) these individuals – two rather un-σιδηρωθῆναι) these individuals – two rather un-) these individuals – two rather un-
common verbs – and to send the captives away to Poimenios, the letter writer: 
ἀποσταλῆν̣[αι πρ�ς με.10 A valediction is written in a second hand before the 
first hand resumes in a postscript instructing the recipient to question a certain 
Apollo(nios? -doros?), and “our οἰκέτης” Sosimos.11 The penultimate line (14) 
mentions a butcher from Antioch (unless the man is simply named Antio-
cheus), who is in flight. 

The fragmentary state of the text makes it difficult to establish securely 
why the ταρσικάριοι are being sought. Three likely scenarios for such capture 

9 D. Rathbone, Economic Rationalism and Rural Society in Third-Century A.D. Egypt 
(Cambridge 1991) 92-116.

10 Phoibammon = TM Name 3302; Poimenios = TM Name 30801.
11 Sosimos = TM Name 6487.
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and rendition come to mind: they are runaway slaves (as in P.Oxy. 12.1423 
and P.Oxy. 14.1643); they are free individuals who have defaulted on debts or 
otherwise defrauded business partners (as in P.Abinn. 42); or they have fled 
their village in order to avoid liturgies or taxes (as in P.Col. 7.175). While any 
of the three explanations is possible here, certain features of the letter suggest 
that the first is most likely. The second extant line of the letter preserves the 
word οἰ]κ̣ογενη̣[, meaning a slave (or slaves) born on the estate of his master, 
rather than purchased from without. Although the isolated word cannot with 
certainty be taken with ταρσικάριοι in the next line, it is reasonable to sup-ταρσικάριοι in the next line, it is reasonable to sup- in the next line, it is reasonable to sup-
pose that “home-born” is part of the description of one or more of the fugitive 
weavers mentioned in the following line.12 Further, the language describing at 
least one of the ταρσικάριοι is similar to that used to describe runaway slaves 
in, e.g., P.Oxy. 51.3616, P.Oxy. 51.3617, and P.Oxy. 42.3054. 

If some or all of these ταρσικάριοι were, in fact, slaves, the document 
provides new evidence for the use of slaves in a skilled trade in Late Antique 
Egypt. Only a few papyri from the fourth century document the exploitation 
of slave labor in skilled trades. Roger Bagnall identifies a handful in his survey 
of slavery in the period: a factory worker who is a freedman in P.Mich. 9.574, 
temporary inn workers in P.Congr.XV 22, a ταρσικάριος in P.Lips. 97, and a 
baker and another ταρσικάριος in P.Lips. 26.13 The παιδάρια, including a baker, 
a butcher, and a brick-maker, in SPP 20.106 may be added to this list, though 
the status of παιδάρια as slaves is not a settled issue.14 For the centuries after the 
fourth, I.F. Fikhman wrote in 1976, “there is no text from the Byzantine period  
that could demonstrate beyond doubt the use of slave labor in production,” 
and the situation has hardly changed in light of the documents subsequently 
published.15

Given this paucity of evidence, it is noteworthy that two of the four 
published texts documenting skilled slaves in Late Antique Egypt mention 
ταρσικάριοι, and the addition of P.Corn. inv. 127 would make three of five. The 
two papyri which do not mention ταρσικάριοι, P.Mich. 9.574 and P.Congr.XV 
22, actually present only marginal examples of slaves employed in a trade: one 
mentions a freedman, that is, someone who is no longer a slave, the other inn 
workers used incidentally, not permanently. Despite the small sample size, it 

12 See note to line 3.
13 R.S. Bagnall, “Slavery and Society in Late Roman Egypt,” in B. Halpern and D. 

Hobson (eds.), Law, Politics and Society in the Ancient Mediterranean World (Sheffield 
1993) 231 (repr. in Later Roman Egypt [Aldershot and Burlington, VT, 2003] Ch. I).

14 Rathbone (n. 9) 89-91 and Straus (n. 8) 849 argue that the term is ambiguous, 
whereas Bagnall (n. 11) 231 assumes that they are slaves.

15 I. F. Fikhman, Oksirinkh - Gorod Papirusov (Moscow 1976) 338.
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would be striking if the appearance of ταρσικάριοι in these instances of skilled 
slaves were entirely fortuitous. 

Rather than mere chance, one could invoke social and economic factors 
explaining the attractiveness of using slaves as ταρσικάριοι, and therefore their 
prevalence in the documentation. I. Bieżuńska-Małowist has argued that the 
importation of slaves captured through wars of conquest during the centuries 
just before the common era made acquiring adult slaves preferable to incur-
ring the risks and costs associated with raising slaves from birth to maturity.16 
Yet, when imperial expansion began to wane, the supply of imported slaves 
across the empire did so as well, and the calculus therefore began to change.17 
In Late Antique Egypt the incidence of slaves born and raised at home – the 
οἰκογενεῖς – increased relative to the number of slaves imported.18 But even 
if a declining supply of imported slaves made the prospects of breeding and 
raising slaves on-site more attractive, substantial risks and costs still remained. 
Moreover the extremely low cost of hiring temporary laborers made slaves, 
whether imported or home-born, who needed to be provisioned year-round, 
too expensive to be used in the fields, which were harvested only periodically. 
As A.C. Johnson has noted, slaves were generally used in an agricultural con-
text only when their services could be employed year round, for instance in 
pumping water.19

But the cost and risks of breeding and owning slaves could be mitigated by 
increasing the potential value of the slaves’ contributions to production. Slave 
owners could hedge against the risks incurred from raising slaves if they were 
trained in a skilled trade such as weaving, thus ensuring a higher payoff from 
them. After an initial investment in training, young slaves could be apprenticed 
to older skilled slaves, and thereby offset the original costs of training with each 

16 I. Bieżuńska-Małowist, “Les esclaves nés dans la maison du maître (οἰκογενεῖς) et 
le travail des esclaves en Égypte romaine,” Studii Classice 3 (1963) 148.

17 W.L. Westermann. The Slave Systems of Greek and Roman Antiquity (Philadelphia 
1955) 32-33; M. I. Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World 2 
(Oxford 1941) 606-607, 616-617.

18 Bieżuńska-Małowist (n. 6) 148. See also J.A. Straus, “Le pays d’origine des esclaves 
de l’Égypte romaine,” CdÉ 46 (1971) 363-366.

19 A.C. Johnson, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome 2 (Baltimore 1936) 277. Writ-
ing of the relative rarity of wage laborers in antiquity, M.I. Finley, The Ancient Economy 
(Berkeley-Los Angeles 1973) 73 makes a similar point: “Free hired labour was casual 
and seasonal, its place determined by the limits beyond which it would have been 
absurd to purchase and maintain a slave force, most obviously to meet the exceptional 
short-term needs of harvesting in agriculture.” The implication is that it would be ab-
surd to maintain slaves who would be idle for large portions of the year.
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successive generation. Under such conditions a corps of slave weavers like that 
possibly involved in P.Corn. inv. 127 would make the most economic sense.

Various contracts of the second and third centuries attest to the fact that 
children of both free and servile status were taken on as apprentices by crafts-
men, including weavers.20 These contracts indicate that slave ταρσικάριοι be-ταρσικάριοι be- be-
ing apprenticed in their trade would fall into a well established economic and 
social structure.21 Indeed, argues Bieżuńska-Małowist, the possibility of ap-żuńska-Małowist, the possibility of ap-uńska-Małowist, the possibility of ap-łowist, the possibility of ap-owist, the possibility of ap-
prenticeship was an important factor in the increased proportion of οἰκογενεῖς 
slaves in Egypt: they could be trained from birth in a potentially lucrative 
occupation, reaping financial benefits for their owners.22

Just as with agricultural work, however, one may expect the labor required 
for linen weaving to fluctuate seasonally with the flax harvest,23 thereby mak-
ing it economically disadvantageous to provision slaves who are only produc-
tive for a portion of the year. Yet, P.Ross.Georg. 3.56 (707) provides evidence 
that ταρσικάριοι were also involved in the production of wool, specifically the 
shearing of sheep. Sheep shearing in Egypt took place from March through 
June and again in November and December.24 According to Pliny (Nat.Hist. 
19.2), flax in Egypt was sown in the spring and harvested in the summer, the 

20 Apprentice contracts concerning textiles: SB 18.13305, dated to 271, records the 
apprenticeship of a slave girl to a female weaver; BGU 4.1021, from the third century, 
records the apprenticeship of a slave boy to a wool carder, or perhaps a hairdresser 
(the word is κτενιστής); a fragmentary papyrus associated with P.Kell. 1.19a and dated 
to around 299, is a contract of apprenticeship for a slave girl to learn weaving; and 
P.Oxy.4.725 (183) shows that an expert weaver might take on a number of apprentices 
simultaneously.

21 See W. L. Westermann, “Apprentice Contracts and the Apprentice System in Ro-
man Egypt,” CP 9 (1914) 295-315; A. Zambon, “Διδασκαλικαί,” Aegyptus 15 (1935) 
3-66; K. Bradley, “Child Labor in the Roman World,” in K. Bradley, Discovering the 
Roman Family (Oxford 1991) 103-124; Straus (n. 8) 868-869; M. Bergamasco, “Le 
διδασκαλικαί nella ricerca attuale,” Aegyptus 75 (1995) 95-167; and P. van Minnen, 
“Did Ancient Women Learn a Trade Outside the Home?” ZPE 123 (1998) 201-203.

22 Bieżuńska-Małowist (n. 16) passim. It was also common for οἰκογενεῖς slaves to 
be instructed by their own families. This practice was, Bieżuńska-Małowist (n. 16) 156 
writes, “en Égypte un phénomène normal, et on peut même dire quotidien.” It is not 
impossible, then, that the ταρσικάριοι of P.Corn. inv. 127 were slaves, perhaps related 
to one another, and comprised a corps of weavers apprenticed to a master craftsman 
and subsequently educated by older fellow slaves.

23 This is the case even if one takes into account the intensive processing required 
to transform raw flax into spinnable flax fibers. On the process see Pliny Hist.Nat. 
xix,16-18. 

24 J. P. Wild, “The tarsikarios, a Roman Linen-Weaver in Egypt,” Collection Latomus 
102 (Brussels 1969) 818.
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early green shoots being most suitable for making clothing.25 In P.Lips. 1.89 
(second half of the fourth century), Isidoros son of Apollodoros, almost cer-
tainly a ταρσικάριος, is recorded as having delivered to the head of the guild of 
ταρσικάριοι two and one sixth λίτραι λίνου λευκοῦ ταρσικοῦ.26 Wipszycka has 
noted that the use of litra as the unit of measure indicates that it is yarn being 
sold, not a finished textile.27 The ταρσικάριοι therefore were engaged not only 
in the weaving of linen, but also in its spinning and preparation.28 The work 
calendar for a ταρσικάριος would therefore have him engaged in sheep shear-ταρσικάριος would therefore have him engaged in sheep shear- would therefore have him engaged in sheep shear-
ing from spring until early summer, when the flax and linen supply would have 
been lowest and therefore weaving at its least productive, then in spinning the 
newly harvested green flax during the summer, and weaving the actual textiles 
for the remainder of the year.29 

If ταρσικάριοι were productive year round, it would have helped to justify 
the financial outlay of raising and provisioning slaves as opposed to hiring 
temporary workers, as landowners often did for field work, or dealing with 
the guilds of free ταρσικάριοι which appear frequently in the papyri.30 The 
increased potential for income from production offered by the ταρσικάριοι 
would also have helped to mitigate the costs associated with breeding and 
rearing slaves. In other words, the two major factors limiting the use of slaves 
in Egypt – seasonal use and high upkeep relative to production – did not apply 

25 Wild (n. 24) 812; A. Lucas. Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries (London 
1962) 143.

26 E. Wipszycka, L’industrie textile dans l’Égypte romaine (Warsaw 1965) 21, explains 
that the president of a guild, who issued the receipt, would never collect from individu-
als outside of his guild. The document is dated to November.

27 As opposed to ἱστ�ς for the textile, as in, e.g., the Price Edict of Diocletian. See E. 
Wipszycka (n. 25) 21.

28 Spinning seems to have been completed by November at the latest, as the date of 
P.Lips I 89 suggests.

29 The papyri documenting these activities span from the fourth through the eighth 
centuries, leaving open the possibility that ταρσικάριοι were not concurrently engaged 
in these different activities. Nevertheless, the fact that their attested activities are season-
al and those seasons do not overlap makes the work calendar proposed a plausible one.

30 To give an idea of the costs of hiring a weaver in the early fourth century, the Price 
Edict of Diocletian stipulates that a linen weaver of the first class is to be paid 40 denarii 
per day in addition to maintenance, and one of the second class 20 denarii (Section 21, 
line 5). A shearer is to receive 2 denarii per animal in addition to maintenance (Sec-
tion 7, line 23).
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to the ταρσικάριοι, and this could explain their prevalence in the admittedly 
limited documentation.31

Dominic Rathbone, writing of the third-century Appianus estate, notes 
that demand for agricultural products and the mechanisms of supply were 
essentially stable for long periods of time.32 Hence, there was little that a pro-
ducer could do to react profitably to minor variations in the market.33 Control-
ling costs, therefore, was one of the few avenues accessible for increasing the 
amount of income derived from production.34 This same principle would have 
applied to the sale of linen goods, which were, of course, ultimately an agri-
cultural product. Employing slave labor rather than dealing with ταρσικάριοι 
guilds may have been an attempt on the owners’ part to do precisely this.

Despite the abundance of documents from Late Antique Egypt, the evi-
dence for slavery and its economic role is scattershot, over-representing par-
ticular time periods, locations, and document types. The absence of anything 
approaching a representative sample makes quantitative analysis particularly 
difficult. Nevertheless, scholars have noted prevailing patterns in the extant 
documentation that outweigh the hazards due to evidentiary gaps: slaves in 
Egypt were used more often in housework than fieldwork, more in service 
than industry, and less and less as time went on. Still, P.Corn. inv. 127 adds 
to the evidence suggesting that amid these overall trends there was a niche in 
the textile industry filled by slaves lasting into the fifth or sixth century. Such 
a niche would indicate that the use of slaves in skilled production persisted 
in Egypt much longer than previously thought based on the evidence of pub-
lished papyri.

31 It is significant that the other skilled occupations fulfilled by (possible) slaves in 
the documents are baker and butcher, two professions that would have been employed 
perennially, like the water pumping slaves, and therefore similarly worthwhile invest-
ments for an owner.

32 Rathbone (n. 9) 53.
33 E.g., planting more of a certain crop in anticipation of increased demand.
34 P. Sarris, Economy and Society in the Age of Justinian (Cambridge 2006) 147.
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Receipt from Alexandros to Anoubion1

C. Michael Sampson University of Manitoba

Abstract
Edition of a Late Antique receipt from the Michigan collection 
(P.Mich. inv. 3306).

This papyrus came to Michigan in 1926 as a gift of the brothers Oscar and 
Richard H. Webber of Detroit, having been purchased from Maurice Nahman 
in Cairo the previous year.2 It preserves a complete text marred only by lost 
ink at the start of lines 5-7 and scattered holes elsewhere on the papyrus. These 
holes, for the most part, are situated along the intersection of two folds. There 
is no upper margin to speak of, but a generous lower margin of approximately 
4 cm survives. The margin on the left hand side is minimal – only a millimeter 
or two – and varies on the right hand side: some lines approach it (e.g. 10, 21, 
23), others leave up to 2 cm vacant (e.g. 3, 9, 13, 14, 20, 24), and others conclude 
with a filler stroke (e.g. 7, 8, 11, 16, 17, 19, 22). The back is blank apart from 
numerous random blots of ink. The hand is a medium-sized documentary 
cursive running with the fibers. 

The papyrus preserves a receipt for two solidi less eight carats, made out 
by the presbyter Alexandros to his lord brother Anoubion. This amount consti-
tutes a partial payment on a debt-contract in the amount of four solidi owned 
by Abba Isak. P.Köln 5.235 (496 CE) provides a parallel for the payment and for 
the hand. The reference to solidi as χρυσίου νομισμάτια suggests an Arsinoite 
provenance (see commentary). The receipt’s epistolary prescript and the rate 

1 Work on this fragment commenced during the American Society of Papyrologists’ 
2012 Summer Institute in Chicago. I am grateful to the institute’s other participants and 
its instructors – especially James Keenan – for comment and collaboration. Thanks are 
owed as well to the University of Manitoba for financial support, and to Arthur Ver-
hoogt. Image digitally reproduced with the permission of the University of Michigan 
Papyrus Collection, Harlan Hatcher Graduate Library.

2 APIS records the names Oscar Weber and Richard H. Webber, but J.G. Pedley, The 
Life and Works of Francis Willey Kelsey: Archaeology, Antiquity, and the Arts (Ann Arbor 
2012) indicates that they were brothers and indexes them under Webber. Following 
an examination of Kelsey’s paper’s in the University of Michigan’s Bentley Historical 
Library in June 2013, Todd M. Hickey has confirmed that Pedley is correct.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 165-169
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of deduction (four carats per solidus) are both consistent with a date in the late 
fifth or early sixth century,3 but as with the question of provenance, this cannot 
be decisively established. 

P.Mich. inv. 3306 H x W = 29.5 x 7.3 cm  Late V-early VI CE
  Arsinoite nome(?)

         ⳨ 
 κυρίῳ μου τιμιωτάτῳ 
        ἀδελφ(ῷ) Ἀ̣ν̣ουβίων⟨ι⟩ 
 Ἀλέξανδρος πρεσβ(ύτερος). 
5 [ἔσχον] κα̣ὶ ̣ἐδεξάμην 
 [παρὰ σο]ὶ ἀπὸ λό̣γ(ου) 
 τ̣ο̣ῦ̣ γ̣ραμμα(τίου) ἀββα 
 Ἰσὰκ μονάζ̣(οντος) τῶν τ̣ε̣- 
 σ̣ά̣ρ̣ων χρυσίνων 
10 χρυσίου νομισμάτια 
 δύο παρὰ κεράτια 
 ὀκτώ, χρ(υσίου) νο(μισμάτια) β π̣(αρὰ) η. 
 καὶ πρὸς σὴν̣ [ἀσφάλ(ειαν)] 
 πεποίημ̣[αι τοῦτό] 
15 μου τὸ ἐντάγιον 
 ὡς πρόκιτε. 
 ἐγὼ Ἀλέξα̣ν̣δ̣ρος 
 π̣ρ̣ε̣σ̣β̣(ύτερος), [σ]τ̣[οι]χ̣εῖ μοι 
 τὸ ἐντάγιον ὡς 
20 πρόκιτε. ⳨ 
 ἐγὼ Ἰωάννης 
 γραμμα(τεὺς) ἔγραψα 
 ὑπὲρ αὐτοῦ ἀξιωθὶς 
 γράμματα μὴ̣ ἰ(δότος) 
25 Χοιὰκ ιγ δ ἰ(νδικτίονος)

1 μο\υ/ pap. 3 ανο\υ/βιων pap. 6 read παρὰ σοῦ 8 ϊσακ pap.  
8-9 read τεσσάρων 16, 20 read πρόκειται 23 ϋπερ pap.; read ἀξιωθείς  
24 read εἰδότος

 “+ To my most honored lord brother Anoubion, Alexander the presbyter. 
I have obtained and received from you two (2) solidi minus eight (8) carats 
for the (outstanding) account of Abba Isak’s debt of four solidi. And for your 

3 Cf., for example, BGU 17.2715.
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security I have made this receipt of mine, as described above. I, Alexander the 
presbyter: the receipt, as described above, is satisfactory to me. + I, Johannes 
the scribe, wrote on his behalf, at his request, since he does not know how to 
write. 13 Choiak, 4th indiction.”

3 The text is indented to avoid the descending strokes of kappa and 
rho in the line above. For the name Ἀνουβίων, there is no discernible mark 
of abbreviation: the scribe simply wrote the nominative instead of the dative.

5-7 An infrared image of the papyrus helps to fill in the lacuna at the start 
of these lines: the abraded ink has apparently left a trace in the form of weak-
ened fibers, which appear translucent in the infrared spectrum and preserve 
a silhouette of the now-invisible letters. The effect is particularly pronounced 
in ll. 6-7, where ink and translucence bleed into one another or where the 
silhouette is consistent with the restored text.

5 There is space for 4-5 letters in the lacuna. For the supplement [ἔσχον] 
κα̣ὶ ̣ἐδεξάμην, cf. SPP 32.1.117(= BGU 1.29): in his commentary on that text, 
Sven Tost noted that the formula is otherwise unattested, and proposed that it 
serves as a variant on ἔσχον καὶ ἐπληρώθην ἐγὼ ὁ δεῖνα παρὰ σοῦ τοῦ δεῖνος. 
The variant makes particularly good sense in the current context: because the 
Michigan receipt is for partial payment on a loan, ἐπληρώθην is impossible.4

6 The lacuna is most easily filled by the prepositional phrase παρὰ σοῦ, 
but all that intervenes between the lacuna and the subsequent reading ἀπό is 
an iota and the tail of the xi from the line above. I read [παρὰ σο]ί, which is to 
be understood as παρὰ σοῦ (cf. P.Ross.Georg. 5.31.8; SB 10.10553.2). For similar 
payments to an account (ἀπὸ λόγου) for a debt-contract (τοῦ γραμματίου), cf. 
PSI 1.36 (IV CE); P.Col. 7.187 (IV CE); P.Köln 5.235 (496 CE).

8-9 A difficult reading restored on the basis of χρυσίνων, which invites 
a cardinal number to modify it. The tau in line 8 is oddly shaped (but compare 
with the shape in the preceding τῶν) and the central horizontal of epsilon 
extends broadly as a filler stroke. In line 9, a faint fleck of the letter restored as 
alpha is visible between the traces of sigma and rho, but only in the infrared 
image.

4 Cf. G. Azzarello, “Panettieri, prestiti, e Apioni,” BASP 45 (2008) 18-19, who argues 
regarding the parallel text P.Köln 5.235 that the verb ἔσχον is similar in force to the 
formulaic ὁμολογῶ ἐσχηκέναι and that the supposed creditor Eustathias is in fact the 
debtor, and that the debtor Ioseph is in fact the creditor. The verb ἐδεξάμην in the 
Michigan text would argue against that possibility, as would the lack of any reference 
to terms of repayment.
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10-12 Although it is not conclusive, the formulation employing χρυσίου 
(instead of χρυσοῦ) for solidi appears overwhelmingly in Arsinoite texts, and 
its presence here is strongly suggestive of provenance.5 Consistent with an Ar-
sinoite provenance are P.Amh. 2.148 (487 CE), P.Ross.Georg. 3.42 (VI CE), and 
P.Vind.Sijp. 10 (504/5 CE?), texts that preserve an identical rate of deduction 
(four carats per solidus), though these are not decisive as regards provenance.6 
Similarly, the rate of deduction cannot be used to pin the date down further: 
while four carats appears to be the maximum deduction in documents prior 
to 498 CE,7 it appears as well subsequent to that date: the private standard of 
Oxyrhynchus from the late sixth century on, for example, has solidi of minus 
four carats (e.g. PSI 1.77; P.Oxy. 1.151; 16.2008; 16.2045).

13 The stroke for (γίνονται) is missing.

24 The required formula is clear, but the traces following mu are compli-
cated by (a) a hole obscuring the letter to its right (most likely eta, or possibly 
two letters), (b) the tail of xi in the prior line, which swoops down to the right 
of those traces, and (c) a flourish descending from the hole which loops around 
clockwise into a wavy horizontal stroke extending to the right and concluding 
with a small spiral. The fibers to the right of the tail of xi are in rough shape, 
but do not seem to contain any ink beyond the spiral in which the flourish 
concludes. I propose that the scribe wrote μή but broke off to avoid both the 
tail of xi, and that the flourish, accordingly, marks the end of the text.

25 Choiak 13 = December 9-10.

5 See D. Hagedorn, “Χρυσός oder χρυσίον? Regionale Besonderheiten des Wortge-Χρυσός oder χρυσίον? Regionale Besonderheiten des Wortge- oder χρυσίον? Regionale Besonderheiten des Wortge-χρυσίον? Regionale Besonderheiten des Wortge-? Regionale Besonderheiten des Wortge-
brauchs im spätantiken Ägypten,” Aegyptus 86 (2006) 167-175.

6 Cf. P.Ant. 2.103 (475 CE) and BGU 17.2715 (late V – early VI CE), and see K. 
Maresch, Nomisma und Nomismatia (Opladen 1994) 54-55, 76-81.

7 Maresch (n. 6) 6.
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Abstract
Edition of a Coptic letter on papyrus from the collection of Columbia 
University, P.Col. inv. 552a. The letter is from a deacon named Senou-
thios, who writes to a presbyter named Gerontios concerning a trip 
to visit the bishop of Babylon.

P.Col. inv. 552a (columbia.apis.p1792), a personal letter in Coptic, was 
purchased in 1932 by Columbia University from the dealer M. Nahman 
through H.I. Bell. The text is of interest for its references to travel by members 
of the clergy and for its mention of the bishop of Babylon. The document 
contains no internal dating criteria, but paleography is consistent with a date 
in the sixth-eighth century; the opening and closing epistolary formulae and 
the styles of abbreviation and supralineation used throughout point to the 
later end of this spectrum, perhaps the seventh-eighth century. The grammar 
of the text is fairly standard Sahidic; orthographic variations such as the use of 
 for  and the shift from final  to  in  and ϣ suggest Fayyumic 
influence, although the document does not exhibit the lambdacism which is 
most characteristic of texts from that region.

The clerical titles of both sender and recipient (deacon and presbyter, 
respectively) situate the text firmly within an ecclesiastical milieu. In the ad-
dress on the verso, the recipient, Gerontios, is given the title “lord abba,” sug-
gesting that he may be identified as a monk; a monastic context may also be 
reflected in the closing phrases of the letter, in which the sender calls down 

1 Preliminary work on this text was carried out during the Summer Seminar in 
Papyrology held at Columbia University in 2006. I am grateful to the organizers of the 
seminar, Roger Bagnall, Heike Behlmer, and Raffaella Cribiore, for the opportunity to 
work on this document, and to my fellow participants in the seminar for their feedback 
on the preliminary edition. I am also grateful to the editors and anonymous reviewers of 
BASP, who provided many helpful comments on this edition. The papyrus is held by the 
Papyrus Collection of the Rare Book and Manuscript Library at Columbia University 
and is published with permission. 

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 171-181
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blessings upon “your whole congregation” and greets “all the brothers, each 
one by name.”2 It is less clear whether or not the sender is himself a member 
of a monastic community; the use of the first person plural in line 6 (“if you 
are not able to come north to visit us”) suggests that he writes on behalf of a 
group, but neither the number of individuals concerned nor the nature of their 
association is explicitly stated in the document. The references to travel in the 
text – by the recipient to visit the sender, and by the two men together to visit 
the bishop – hint at the network of personal connections that linked religious 
communities in late antique Egypt.3 

P.Col. inv. 552a  H x W = 15.8 x 25.4 cm Provenance unknown 
  VII-VIII (?) CE

The papyrus is rectangular in shape. The color is a fairly uniform light 
beige, although the upper portion of the recto is slightly darkened by the ad-
hesion of fine grit to the surface of the papyrus. The recto bears eleven lines of 
Coptic written across the fibers; there is a single line of Coptic on the verso, 
written along the fibers. All four margins are preserved, although on the recto 
the writing extends almost to the right-hand edge of the papyrus, and in lines 
4-5 lack of space at the right-hand margin has constrained the scribe, causing 
him to reduce the spacing between letters and, in line 5, to place the last two 
letters of the line in superscript. The text is substantially complete, although a 
lacuna has resulted in the loss of text from lines 6-7 of the recto. A vertical fold 
line indicates that the papyrus was folded in half vertically; this would have left 
the text of the recto (the body of the letter) facing inward and the address on 
the verso facing outward. The layout of the text is comparable to, e.g., P.Mich. 
inv. 4927 (assigned to the seventh century) and P.Duk. inv. 462 (assigned to 
the eighth century).

The text is written in a non-cursive, majuscule hand. Letter forms are gen-
erally consistent, as is the spacing of the letters, but the size of the letters and 
the line-spacing both increase as one moves down the recto. The hand shows 
a rightward-slanting ductus throughout, and the lines of text slope upward 

2 For the use of the term abba specifically to denote monastic status, see T. Derda 
and E. Wipszycka, “L’emploi des titres abba, apa et papas dans l’Égypte byzantine,” JJP 
24 (1994) 23-56. In this study, the authors draw a clear distinction between the usage 
of the terms apa and abba, noting that although the former may designate individuals 
who are neither monks nor clerics, “abba apparaît seulement pour designer des moines 
(ou des ex-moines dans le cas des évêques)” (p. 33). Further on the issue of monastic 
context, see the commentary to lines 6-7 below. 

3 For travel by monks and clerics in late antique Egypt, cf. E. Wipszycka, Moines et 
communautés monastiques en Égypte (IVe-VIIIe siècles) (Warsaw 2009) 391-401. 
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moving from left to right across the recto. Ligatures are infrequent but not 
altogether absent; the  and  of  are joined in line 1, but not when the 
word recurs in line 7;  may also be joined to a following , as in ϩ (line 9). 
There is a ligature of ϩ and  in the word ϩ (line 8), and  is frequently joined 
to a following , as in  (line 1). With regard to letter-formation,  
and ϯ are commonly written with serifs on the horizontal bar, and , , , and 
ϫ may display serifs as well. ϯ and  are frequently exaggerated in size, touching 
both the line above and the line below.  often descends to the line below as 
well, and ϭ is written with a long stroke curving up and to the right, sometimes 
extending above the following letters.  is frequently oversized with respect to 
adjacent letters and the base of the letter displays a characteristic hook extend-
ing to the right; in one instance this is ligatured to a following  (ϥ, in 
line 6).  P.Fay.Copt. 14 (undated) offers a close paleographic parallel, although 
ligatures are more frequent in that text; the hands of P.Yale Copt. 16 (sixth-
seventh century), P.Mich. inv. 4927, and P.Duk. inv. 462 are also comparable. 
As may be seen from the chronological range of these parallels, paleography 
alone is not sufficient to establish the date of the text with any precision; hence 
the importance of features such as supralineation, styles of abbreviation, and 
epistolary formulae in helping to narrow this chronological range.

The text displays a range of supralinear markings throughout, including 
dots, a rounded circumflex, and the standard (horizontal) supralinear stroke. 
Dots stand over six different characters:   (seven times),  (three times),  
(twice), , , and  (once each). The placement of the dots is idiosyncratic; in 
some instances, such as the writing of   (line 5) and ⟨⟩ (line 
7), the dot appears to mark syllabic consonants. In other cases, however, the 
dot has no obvious purpose (e.g., the writing of ϣ in line 9).4 This 
seemingly unsystematic use of supralinear dots is paralleled in P.Bal. 188, 189, 
and 190 (all seventh-eighth century). The scribe also makes use of a rounded 
circumflex in the writing of  (line 1) and ϩϭ (line 11), as well as 
a more standard horizontal supralinear stroke in the writing of ϩ (line 8).  
For parallels to the rounded circumflex, compare P.Duk. inv. 471 (attributed to 
the eighth century). For the concurrent use of multiple forms of supralineation 
in the same document, compare P.Duk. inv. 436 and 474 (both attributed to 
the eighth century).

Several different methods are employed throughout the text for abbreviat-
ing common words and personal names. The most basic strategy is the use of 

4 B. Layton, Coptic Grammar (Wiesbaden, 2000) 40, notes that after the eighth cen-
tury, Sahidic (literary) manuscripts frequently display non-standardized supralineation 
and that “in this period the stroke is written very narrow, visually resembling a dot.” 
This trend may be reflected in the present text. 
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superscript characters. In the writing of () (line 5), ⲧ() and 
() (both line 12), the word is truncated by the omission of its final 
letter(s), and the last letter of the abbreviation is written in superscript. A simi-
lar graphic strategy is also used in the writing of  (line 12), despite the 
fact that the word is not actually abbreviated. In the clerical titles () 
(lines 4 and 7) and ⟨⟩() (line 12), the word is truncated and the 
abbreviation marked by an oblique stroke drawn across the final letter, above 
which  is written in superscript. The word {}()() (line 12) is 
abbreviated by a similar means, although in that case the word is truncated 
by the removal not just of the final  but also the medial letters ; this 
is consistent with the standard rendering of  as  (cf. Förster, WB 
657). In the writing of () (lines 2 and 12), abbreviation is accomplished 
through the use of the standard s-shaped abbreviation mark in combination 
with superscript of . Finally, the title ()  (line 12) is abbreviated by 
means of a supralinear stroke above the . All of these styles of abbreviation 
are common in the corpora of P.Fay.Copt. (undated), P.Bal. (seventh-eighth 
century), and P.KRU (eighth century); see below for parallels to individual 
abbreviations.

The text of the recto is unornamented beyond the large initial 
staurogram at the head of line 1 and the cross at the end of line 11. The single 
line of text on the verso begins with a cross at the left-hand margin and a 
final cross is squeezed into the small space remaining between the right-hand 
margin and the abbreviated writing of () at the end of the line. 
Above the line are written five sets of three small crosses, formed in each case 
by a single horizontal line crossed by three short perpendicular strokes. The 
scribe may have intended to draw a sixth set of crosses above the name and 
titles of Senouthios at the end of the line, so as to preserve symmetry across 
the central fold; however, the  written above the line to abbreviate the name 
Senouthios stands in the way. The writing of the crosses above the address on 
the verso is closely paralleled in P.Fay.Copt. 14 and 22 (both undated). 

Recto 
    ϯ  ϯ ϩⲱ  
    
 []  ()      
  · 
 []     ϫ  ϩ  
   
 [ϩ]  ϭϣⲓ ()  ϣ  
  ⸌ⲉ⸍ 
5 ⲧⲙ ϩ   () ϣ ϣ  
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 ϣϭϭ[ ]ⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲉϩ []ϭ[]ϣ  ϥ ϩ 
 () [ . . ] ⲉϩⲏⲧ . . . . . . . . .  ϩ ⟨⟩- 
     
  ϩ []ϩ   ϭ ϩ { :} ϩ  
   
 ϩ ϯ  ϣ ϩ ϩ  
10  ϯ      ϥ  
  ϫ 
 ϩϭ   +

Verso 
 +++                         +++                                                         +++                           
+   {}() {}()() vacat   
     +++              +++ 
   ⲧ() ⟨⟩() + () ()  
  () +

1 ϩⲡⲟⲡⲟⲱ pap.; read ϩ; read  2 ⲧ
ⲁ
 pap.; read 

 3 read ; read ; read  4 read ϣ;  pap.; 
read ϣ;  pap. 5 read ; ⲩⲧ pap.; read ϣ 6 read 
ϣ; read ϥϥ 7  pap. 8 read  9 read ϣ 11 read 
; read  verso 

ⲧⲁ pap.; ⲡⲟⲟ pap.; ⲓⲱ pap.; ⲧ pap.; 
 pap.; ⲩⲑ pap.;  pap.;  pap. 

“First of all, I make obeisance and salute the footstool of your God-loving 
Paternity, honored in every way of God and man. After these things, I inform 
your God-loving Paternity that it occurred to me that I should go north to 
Babylon so that I might visit the bishop. Now, if God (5) puts it (?) into your 
heart and you come, we (will) go – God makes the decision. If you are not able 
to come north to visit us, we (will) take him/it north to the bishop. … north 
(?) … us ourselves. We will greet her. Now, I wrote and informed my father 
about the gravity of the matter through this letter. May the peace of God be 
with your whole congregation, (10) and I greet all the brothers, each one by 
name. Be well in the power of the Holy Trinity. Amen.

(Verso) Our honored and spiritual God-loving Paternity to lord abba Ge-
rontios, priest, (from) Senouthios, humblest deacon.”

1  : Compare O.Vind.Copt. 222.1 (seventh-eighth cen-
tury). This opening is functionally equivalent to the common introductory 
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formulae ()ϣ  and ϩ  ϩ . 5A variant writing with 
supralinear stroke above the final  () is noted in Förster, WB 704; 
the examples he cites are all from the eighth century.

- ϯ  ϯ ϩⲱ: A close parallel is 
provided by CPR 31.11.1 (eighth century); see also O.Vind.Copt. 184.3 and 
203.5 and P.Bal. 189.3-4 and 242.1-2 (all seventh-eighth century).6 The full for-
mula ϯ ( ϯ) ϫ- (-)ϩ  
-NN is noted by Brunsch; based on the dated parallels provided in Förster, 
WB 841, variations on this opening phrase were commonly used in letters 
from the seventh to eighth centuries.7 For the writing of ϩⲡⲟⲡⲟⲱ with  
in superscript, compare P.Fay.Copt. 23.1 (attributed by Crum to the late tenth 
century on paleographic grounds). 

2  [] :  is restored based on the parallel in line 3. 
On the substitution of  for  in the compounding prefix -, see P. Kahle, 
Bala’izah: Coptic Texts from Deir el-Bala’izah in Upper Egypt 1 (Oxford, 1954) 
§82; Kahle notes that this phenomenon is particularly common in texts from 
the Fayyum, Herakleopolis, and the region from Oxyrhynchus to Bawit. Crum 
(Dict. 176a) considers this a Bohairic/Fayyumic form.

- ()      : For 
()   , compare P.Fay.Copt. 11.18 and O.Crum VC 47.2, 
102.4, and 103.5-6 (all undated); this phrase can be used to render the Greek 
πανένδοξος (Crum, Dict. 341b).    is a bit unusual 
here, as it is more common for the honorific to end with   . 
However, []  at the start of the next line clearly begins the body of 
the letter, so    must construe with what comes before. 
 is presumably for , “with;” Crum (Dict. 169b) lists this as a Fayyumic 
variant. See also Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §82k, on the substitution of  for  in 
this preposition and elsewhere.   for : the shift from final  to  is 
characteristic in Bohairic and Fayyumic (cf. Crum, Dict. 294b). A single high 
point stands after  , perhaps to mark the division between introductory 
formulae and the body of the text.

5 W. Brunsch, “Drei koptische Ostrakonbriefe aus der Sammlung des Ägyptolo-
gischen Instituts in Heidelberg,” ZÄS 106 (1979) 25-36; A. Biedenkopf-Ziehner, Un-
tersuchungen zum koptischen Briefformular unter Berücksichtigung ägyptischer und 
griechischer Parallelen (Wurzburg 1983) 41-42 

6 According to Biedenkopf-Ziehner (n. 5) 246 the formula ϯ  
ϯ was in use from the sixth to eighth centuries in the region from Ashmu-
nein to Thebes; however, she offers no examples with ϩ as the object of 
. 

7 Brunsch (n. 5) 35.
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3 []  : For the use of this phrase to introduce the 
body of a letter, compare P.Fay.Copt. 30.3-4 (undated).8 [] for ; 
the restoration of  is made on the basis of  in line 2. Crum (Dict. 
314b) lists  as a Fayyumic form. For the common substitution of  
for ϯ in , see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §127e; for  as the Fayyumic form 
of , “to inform;” cf. Crum, Dict. 413b.

-  ϩ : Literally, “it came into my mind that I should 
go.”  for   as is common in Bohairic, Fayyumic, and Subakhmimic; cf. Crum, 
Dict. 70a.  for ; Crum (Dict. 274a) considers this a Fayyumic form.

4 [ϩ] : The restoration of ϩ is made on the basis of line 6. 
 for , the site of Babylon or Old Cairo; for this spelling, com-
pare P.Bal. 187.6 (seventh-eighth century) and P.Worp 64.r.9 (tenth-eleventh 
century).9 The writer’s use of the phrase “north to Babylon” indicates that the 
document was written somewhere to the south of that city; however, since the 
vast majority of surviving papyri come from areas south of Babylon, this does 
not allow the document’s point of origin to be identified with any precision. 

- ϭϣⲓ (): ϣⲓ for ϣ; Crum (Dict. 274a), 
considers this a Fayyumic form. For the abbreviation , cf. Förster, WB 
284; the dated examples he cites range from the seventh to tenth centuries. 
Presumably this is a reference to the bishop of Babylon himself; the city was 
an episcopal see from at least the middle of the fifth century, as attested by the 
presence of a certain Kyros, bishop of Babylon, among the Egyptian bishops 
present at the Council of Ephesus in 449.10

8 See further Biedenkopf-Ziehner (n. 5) 32 and 224.
9 Babylon/Old Cairo does not receive its own entry in S. Timm, Das christlich-kop-

tische Ägypten in arabischer Zeit (Wiesbaden 1984-1993); however, the city and its bish-
opric receive some limited discussion in Timm’s entry on nearby Ain Shams. Further 
on the toponymy of Babylon in the Coptic sources, see É. Amélineau, La géographie de 
l’Égypte à l’époque Copte (Paris 1893) 75-79; P. Casanova, “Les noms coptes du Caire et 
localités voisines,” BIFAO 1 (1901) 139-224; Calderini-Daris, Diz.geogr. 2.17-19. More 
recently, see the remarks of J. van der Vliet, “A Monk in the Metropolis,” in P.Worp, 
pp. 361-367. On the late antique city more generally, see A. Butler, Babylon of Egypt 
(Oxford 1914); S. Toy, “Babylon of Egypt,” JBAA 3, ser. 1 (1937) 52-78; P. Grossmann, 
“Babylon,” in Copt.Enc. 2:317-332. 

10 H. Munier, Recueil des listes épiscopales de l’église copte (Cairo 1943) 19; G. Fedalto, 
Hierarchia Ecclesiastica Orientalis 2 (Padua 1988) 614-615; K.A. Worp, “A Checklist of 
Bishops in Byzantine Egypt (A.D. 325–c. 750),” ZPE 100 (1994) 283-381 at 297. On the 
early development of the various Egyptian bishoprics (though without specific refer-
ence to that of Babylon), see A. Martin, Athanase d’Alexandrie et l’église de l’Égypte au 
IVe siècle (328–373) (Rome 1996), ch. 1. 
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5 ⲧⲙ ϩ  : Perhaps for ϯ  ϩ. For the 
interchange of  and ϯ, see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §113.   for ; for the 
interchange of  and  in the second person singular conjunctive, see idem, 
§67.  for  as in line 3. 

- : - for -, the first person plural conjunctive; com-
pare P.Bal. 103.6 (seventh-eighth century). For the many variations on this 
form in the documentary sources, see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §138.  for  
as in line 3. 

- () ϣ: For the abbreviation ⲩⲧ, compare 
P.Fay.Copt. 12.10, 18.2, 23.18, and 24.2 (all undated except 23, which Crum 
attributes to the late tenth century). - for -; cf. Crum, Dict. 174b. 
In a first present (durative sentence) construction, the infinitive form would be 
grammatically preferable (()  ϣ); cf. Layton, Coptic 
Grammar §71. 

6 ϣϭϭ[ ]ⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲉϩ []ϭ[]ϣ : - for 
-, the second person singular negative habitual.  is redundant but not 
entirely uncommon in this construction; cf. Crum, Dict. 182b. ϣ for ϣ, 
as in line 4. Note the shift of voice to the first person plural implied by . 
Alternation between first person singular and plural is not unknown in letters; 
compare P.Fay.Copt. 22 and 27 (both undated), both of which shift from first 
person plural (used in the introductory formulae) to first person singular (in 
the body of the letter). 

- ϥ: - for - as in line 5.  for ϥ. On the interchange of 
 and ϥ, see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §66; specifically on  for ϥ, see idem, §121d. 
Crum (Dict. 620a) suggests that this interchange is common in Subakhmimic, 
Fayyumic, and Old Coptic.

7 ⟨⟩ : The antecedent of ⟨⟩ is unclear; 
presumably a feminine noun or personal name has been lost in the lacuna 
following (), but the traces are not sufficient to venture any re-
construction.

8 ϩ: Crum (Dict. 86a), gives this as a Fayyumic variant of the com-
mon interjection ϩ.

- { :}: This appears to be a false start on the part of the scribe. The co-
lon would ordinarily indicate a break between clauses, but ϩ  ϩ must 
construe with the preceding phrase and not the following ϯ , 
which clearly marks the beginning of the epistolary formulae that close the 
letter.
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9 ϣ ϩ ϩ : ϣ for ϣ, as in 
lines 4 and 5. - for  as in line 2. Crum (Dict. 373b) notes the use of the 
nominalized ϩ ϩ to translate the Greek συναγωγή; for the use 
of the phrase in documentary material, compare P.Fay.Copt. 12.6-7 and 13.4 
(both undated). See also the appearance of the term in P.Bal. 347.1 (where it 
may refer to the monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit) and 395.8 (both seventh-
eighth century). 

10 ϯ      ϥ: 
Compare P.Fay.Copt. 13.4-6 (undated); SB Kopt. 2.845.21 (fifth-sixth century); 
O.Vind.Copt. 235.5-6 (seventh-eighth century). The term  may refer to 
both biological and spiritual kinship and is not in itself sufficient to indicate 
a monastic context. However, if one accepts the assertion of Derda and Wip-
szycka that the title  is accorded only to individuals with monastic af-
filiation, then it seems appropriate to understand   here as a 
reference to the members of the same community to which abba Gerontios, 
the letter’s recipient, belongs.11 

10-11 ϫ ϩϭ  : For this closing formula, 
compare P.Bal. 224.2 and 257.6 (both seventh-eighth century).12  for 
; see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §111 on the common substitution of  for  in 
Greek loanwords.  for ; see Kahle, Bala’izah 1, §13 on the 
substitution of  for .

Verso    . . . (): A blank space is left at 
the center of the line, perhaps to preserve the text of the address when the sheet 
was folded, or perhaps to make room for an ornament that was never drawn 
in (compare the layout of P.Fay.Copt. 14, which is comparable to the present 
text on paleographic and stylistic grounds, and of P.Duk. inv. 462). The blank 
space does not, as one might expect, divide the name and titles of recipient 
and sender; the epithets of abba Gerontios continue past the blank and those 
of the sender are squeezed into the limited space remaining at the end of the 
line. For parallels to this format, compare P.Fay.Copt. 14v. and 17v. (both un-
dated). The order of titles and epithets given here to Gerontios is paralleled in 
the address of P.Fay.Copt. 14v.

11 On the difficulty of interpreting kinship terminology in the papyri, see E. Dickey, 
“Literal and Extended Use of Kinship Terms in Documentary Papyri,” Mnemosyne 57 
(2004) 131-176; for this issue as it relates specifically to Christian usage, see M. Choat, 
Belief and Cult in Fourth-Century Papyri (Turnhout 2006) 49. For the monastic use of 
the term abba, as argued by Derda and Wipszycka, see n. 5 above.

12 See further Biedenkopf-Ziehner (n. 5) 106.
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-   {}() {}()(): Com-
pare the use of [] , “your God-loving Paternity” on 
the recto; the nature of the collective body implied by the use of the first person 
plural here and in lines 5-7 of the recto is unclear, as noted above. For the ab-
breviation 

ⲧⲁ – including the otiose  – compare P.Fay.Copt. 14.1, 22v.9, 
26.2, and 38r.2 (all undated). For the use of πνευματικός in Coptic letters, cf. 
Förster, WB 658; the abbreviation ⲡⲟⲟ is unattested.

-  : For the use of what appears to be the Greek dative to 
indicate the recipient of a letter, compare P.Fay.Copt. 23v (attributed to the 
late tenth century). The combination of  and  is, to the best of my 
knowledge, unattested, but   is common; cf. Förster, WB 453-54.

- ⲧ() ⟨⟩() : The name Gerontios appears to have 
been particularly popular in the region of the Fayyum, and, more specifically, 
within the Arsinoite nome.13 A presbyter by the name of Gerontios is attested 
in three Greek papyri from the Arsinoite nome dated within the same range as 
P.Col. inv. 552a (CPR 10.65, P.Bodl. 1.37, and Stud.Pal. 3.528); it is possible that 
these could refer to the recipient of the present document, but in the absence 
of further identifying features such as a patronymic, any association between 
these texts cannot be more than speculative.

- () () (): Senouthios was a more 
broadly popular name than Gerontios and appears in a wide range of abbrevia-
tions and variant spellings.14  is a common title and is frequently 
abbreviated; cf. Förster, WB 181. For the abbreviation , compare P.Fay.Copt. 
27.6 (undated); coincidentally, the deacon so identified therein is also named 
Senouthios. The abbreviation  is well-attested; cf. Förster, WB 242. When 
 is used in conjunction with a title such as  it typically 
stands before the title, as in the numerous examples cited in Förster, WB 181. 
In this case, the scribe, constrained by lack of space as he approached the 
right margin, may have elected to write the sender’s title first, as the more im-
portant element of the address, and then squeezed the abbreviated writing of 
() into the little space remaining. There is little room for the small 
cross which follows.

13 J. Diethart, Prosopographia arsinoitica 1 (Wien 1980) s.v. (nos. 1261-1319); virtually 
all of Diethart’s attestations of the name date within the range posited for P.Col. inv. 
552a. See also Hasitzka, NB Copt. 23a and www.trismegistos.org/name/6854. Generally 
on the origins and distribution of the cognomen Gerontios, see W.J. Cherf, “What’s in a 
Name? The Gerontii of the Later Roman Empire,” ZPE 100 (1994) 145-174.

14 Cf. Hasitzka, NB Copt. 90b and www.trismegistos.org/name/1085.
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A Bawit Fragment in Phoenix

Leslie S.B. MacCoull Society for Coptic Archaeology (North America)

Abstract
Edition of a fragment of a Coptic payment document from Bawit, 
perhaps dating to the eighth century.

This piece of papyrus, in a private collection in Phoenix, Arizona,1 is in-
scribed only on its ↑ side and is missing its left and lower-left portions. It 
appears to be a fragment of an agreement in which at first it seems that the 
person issuing the document, a monk of (perhaps) the Apa Apollo monastery 
of Bawit, declares that, with regard to some land in a low-lying area of the 
Hermopolite nome, he will pay (or has paid) the rent amount (pactum) as 
reckoned by the local measure, and that he is (ready) to make the payment (or 
has made it) “without excuse.” However, since the beginning of the document 
appears to be missing, the person designated ⲙⲟ]ⲛⲟⲭ(ⲟⲥ) in line 1 may rather 
be the addressee, surmising that the original beginning followed the familiar 
pattern “X of the place Y is writing to Z of this same place,” so in that case it 
would have been an attribute of the second of two named parties. No explicit 
dating criteria or proper names are preserved. Not enough text is left to enable 
one to say if the fragment came from a document of lease or a rent-payment 
acknowledgement.

For the hand compare J. Clédat, D.Bénazeth, and M.-H. Rutschowscaya, 
Baouit (Paris 1999), ills. 310, 316, 318, 321; P.Mon.Apollo 46, 47 (pl. 32). Two 
features of the hand are noteworthy: first, the bowl-like ϣ with no upward-
projecting element in its center (ⲙⲁϣⲉ, l. 4; ϣⲟⲟⲡ, l. 5); cf. P.Bawit Clackson 
11.1 (pl. 5), 19 B3, 5 (pl. 10), 66.1, 67.2 (pl. 28); and second, the ⲫ written in 
one continuous line without lifting the pen from the surface, creating a shape 
rather like a treble clef (ⲁⲫⲟⲣⲙ[ⲏ], l. 6); cf. P.Bawit Clackson 11.2, 12.2 (pl. 6). 
The scribe of P.Bawit Clackson 11, dated by its editor to the eighth century, is 
Constantine (Table 3), who in that document writes ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ in full, not ab-

1 I would like to thank the owner of the papyrus for asking me to identify it and 
giving me permission to submit it for publication; Alain Delattre for displaying it as a 
poster at the Rome Congress of Coptic Studies in 2012; and the anonymous readers of 
BASP for helpful suggestions.
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breviated. Could the Phoenix fragment also have been written by Constantine? 
If so, it would place its origin more securely at the Bawit monastery of Apa 
Apollo and in the eighth century.

Private collection H x W = 8.5 x 4 cm Bawit, VIII CE (?)

    N. ⲡⲙⲟ]ⲛⲟⲭ(ⲟⲥ) ⲛⲡⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 
 ]ⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛϭⲁⲛⲉ 
 ] ⲡⲉϥⲡⲁⲕⲧⲱⲛ 
 ].ⲁⲛⲧⲙⲁϣⲉ 
5 ] ⲧⲓϣⲟⲟⲡ 
               ⲁ]ϫⲛ ⲁⲫⲟⲣⲙⲏ

1 l. ⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ; ⲡⲉⲓ

“(N.) monk of this monastery/place … given me (of the) low-lying place 
… his/its pactum … the measure … I am … without excuse …”

1 Cf. P.Mon.Apollo 10-13, which are contracts for the collection of 
ⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ. In Coptic documents ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ can mean either “place” or “monastery” 
(Förster, WB 814).

2 For ϭⲁⲛ(ⲉ) see Crum, Dict. 819b.

3 For ⲡⲁⲕⲧⲱⲛ (with ⲱ) see Förster, WB 601-2. The term is used in 
P.Mon.Apollo 9.7, 10.11, 11.9-10, 12.4, 13.3 to mean a payment in money, but 
it can also be a payment in a commodity (P.Mon.Apollo 6 [salt], P.Mon.Apollo 
27 [grain]). Monks were indeed involved in leasing transactions both before 
and after the Arab conquest: see T.S. Richter, “Die koptischen Paginae von 
P.Yale inv. 1804. Mit einem Anhang zu den koptischen Pachturkunden,” Archiv 
55 (2009) 425-452; idem, “Cultivation of Monastic Estates in Late Antique 
and Early Islamic Egypt: Some Evidence from Coptic Land Leases and Re-
lated Documents,” in A. Boud’hors (ed.), Monastic Estates in Late Antique and 
Early Islamic Egypt: Ostraca, Papyri, and Essays in Memory of Sarah Clackson 
(Cincinnati 2009) 205-215; and his forthcoming work Pacht nach koptischen 
Quellen.

4 For ⲙⲁϣⲉ see Crum, Dict. 201ab. For measures used locally for both 
commodities and coin in Late Antique Egypt, see C. Morrisson, “Weighing, 
Measuring, and Paying: Exchanges in the Marketplace,” and B. Pitarakis, “Daily 
Life at the Marketplace in Late Antiquity and Byzantium,” in C. Morrisson 
(ed.), Trade and Markets in Byzantium (Washington 2012) 373-392, 393-420 
(esp. 416-417) respectively; and M.-H. Rutschowscaya, Catalogue des bois de 
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l’Égypte copte au Musée du Louvre (Paris 1986) 78-79, no. 271, for a surviving 
example of a balance measure. Cf. P.Mon.Apollo 10.14, 11.14-15 for measures 
“of the cell,” “of the diakonia”; most recently on local standards see D. Castrizio, 
“Demosios zygos e idiotikos zygos: un’interpretazione numismatica,” Analecta 
Papyrologica 25 (2013) 243-256.

5 Probably restore at the beginning of the next line ϩⲉⲧⲟⲓⲙⲟⲥ, “I am 
ready” (Förster, WB 299-301); cf. P.Brux.Bawit 34.4, 35.7, 51.2 with p. 246 
(acknowledgements of loans).

6 For ⲁⲫⲟⲣⲙⲏ see Förster, WB 126. ⲁⲙⲫⲓⲃⲟⲗⲓⲁ is restored in a context 
of loan acknowledgement in P.Brux.Bawit 35.8, in conformity with 51.3 which 
has it in the variant spelling ⲁⲙⲫⲟ-, but here there is no ⲙ between the ⲁ and 
the ⲫ.





Deux papyrus coptes et une inscription 
grecque du Monastère Blanc

Alain Delattre Leiden University

Abstract
Edition of three documents found at the White Monastery, near So-
hag: two recently discovered Coptic texts on papyrus and a longer-
known Greek funerary stela.

La présente contribution propose la publication de trois documents iné-
dits découverts au monastère Blanc, près de Sohag. Les fragments de papy-
rus (1 et 2) ont été mis au jour lors de la campagne de fouilles de décembre 
2006 – janvier 2007, dirigée par Darlene Brooks-Hedstrom. Les fragments ont 
été dépliés, inventoriés et mis sous plexiglas par Stephen Emmel du 13 au 16 
décembre 2008. L’inscription grecque (3), découverte il y a plusieurs années 
lors de fouilles égyptiennes, se trouve toujours sur le site.

1. Inventaire de biens

Les nombreux fragments du document ont été découverts dans l’Area 
I N, Locus 300.1, le 21 janvier 2007; ils ont été enregistrés sous le numéro 
d’inventaire 1951. La forme identique de certains fragments permet de con-
clure qu’ils étaient disposés les uns sur les autres. Au terme du travail de con-
servation, trente-neuf fragments isolés, inutilisables pour la plupart, ont été 
mis sous verre.

L’ écriture du recto est bilinéaire; les lettres sont bien formées et séparées 
les unes des autres. Au verso, elle est quadrilinéaire et cursive; on y trouve des 
ligatures. On peut dater les écritures, spécialement celle du verso, du IXe siècle, 
voire du début du Xe.

Le rapport entre les deux faces du papyrus est incertain. Le contenu des 
deux côtés semble similaire: il se pourrait que le verso soit la suite du recto, 
écrite par un deuxième scribe.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 187-201
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Le fragment 1 (9,5 × 10,5 cm), auquel on peut ajouter le petit fragment 15,1 
est le mieux conservé, ou plutôt le mieux reconstitué (il se compose d’au moins 
cinq morceaux de papyrus): on y reconnaît les restes d’une liste des vêtements 
et d’ustensiles en métal, sans doute un inventaire de biens, peut-être en relation 
avec une église, comme pourrait le suggérer la mention d’un objet liturgique 
(fr. 1+15, v., l. 2). Les objets sont décrits assez précisément: le rédacteur indique 
souvent la matière: bronze (fr. 1 v., 1), fer (fr. 1 v., 2), soie (fr. 1 v., 6), velours 
(fr. 1 v., 3), etc.; mais aussi la couleur: jaune (fr. 1 v., 4), rouge (fr. 1 v., 3; 6), 
pourpre (fr. 1 v., 5); voire le motif: «avec des croix» (fr. 1 r., 5-6; fr. 10 r.). Les 
entrées de la liste sont suivies par un chiffre (en tout cas au verso), indiquant le 
nombre d’objets possédés (fr. 12 v.; fr. 19 r.). Lorsque l’espace entre le lemme et 
le chiffre est important, de petits traits unissent les deux éléments pour faciliter 
la lecture (fr. 7 v.; fr. 15 v.), comme par exemple dans P.Brux.Bawit 31. Un trait 
de séparation est visible entre les l. 2 et 3 du verso du fr. 1+15; il servait sans 
doute à séparer les objets en métal des vêtements.

L’intérêt du document est d’ordre lexicographique: plusieurs mots rares 
sont attestés ici, par exemple ⲁⲗϩⲁⲥ, «soie grossière», de l’arabe al-ḫazz (fr. 1 
v., 3), ⲛϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ «jaune citron» (fr. 1 v., 4), ⲃⲗⲉ ̣. [, «pourpre», du latin blatta (fr. 1 
v., 5).

La plupart des 39 fragments sont de très petites dimensions et dès lors 
inutilisables. En dehors du fragment principal, publié ci-dessous, on peut 
mentionner les deux séquences suivantes: ϩⲱ]ⲃⲥ ⲛⲉⲓⲱ ⲉϥϫⲓ ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣⲟⲥ ⲛ . [ 
(fr. 2 v., 1), «un vêtement de lin, décoré de croix...»; ]ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲉϥ[̣ (fr. 20 v., 1), 
«encensoir, qui...», cf. Crum, Dict., p. 603b; SB Kopt. 3.1436.17.

Fr. 1+15 r. 
→ [+ ϩ]ⲛ̣ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ [ⲛ]ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧ(ⲉ) ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ 
 [ . . . ] . . . . [ . . . ⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲡⲁ ⲡⲉϭⲱϣ ϩⲓ ⲧⲁ . . . 
 [  ] . ϩⲱⲃⲥ̣ . . . ⲧⲁⲝⲉ ⲛ̣ⲥ̣ⲓⲣ(ⲓⲕⲟⲛ) 
 [  ] ⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲧ̣ⲟ̣ⲣϣ̣ ϩⲓ ̣. . . . 
5 [  ⲉϥ]ϫⲓ ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣⲟⲥ ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣⲟⲥ [ . . . .]ⲉϩ . [   ] 

1 Les deux fragments ne sont pas directement jointifs. Bentley Layton et Daniel 
Schriever ont examiné les fibres des deux fragments: les points de comparaison sont 
peu nombreux, mais concordants. — L’ étude présentée ici a été réalisée dans le cadre 
du projet «Christians in Egypt» réalisé à l’Université de Leyde et financé grâce à un 
«Marie Curie Intra-European Fellowship for Career Development» (projet PIEF-
GH-2009-254782). Je remercie Stephen Davis, directeur de la mission archéologique, 
de m’avoir permis de publier ces trois documents, ainsi que Bentley Layton, pour son 
aide et ses conseils. Mes remerciements s’adressent également aux lecteurs anonymes 
du BASP, pour leurs remarques et corrections.
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 [  ]ⲉϥϫ[ⲓ] ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣ[ⲟⲥ] . . 
   –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

1 [ⲛ]ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧ pap. 2 [ⲡ]ⲁⲡⲁ pap. 3 μετάξιον, σηρικόν ou συρικόν 
5, 6 et 7 ⲥ⳨ⲟⲥ pap. σταυρός

«† Au nom de Dieu, ce qui est entré dans... papa Peg’ôch... vêtement de 
soie... rouge... décoré de croix, croix... décoré de croix...»

1 ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ Après l’invocation, un titre décrit le document; on 
trouve une formule analogue dans SB Kopt. 3.1435 (daté de 837), 8: ⲥⲩⲛ ⲑ(ⲉⲱ) 
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲥⲱⲛⲉ ϩⲓ ⲡⲉⲥⲇⲓⲡ(ⲗⲁ) ⲛ̣ «Avec Dieu, ce qui est allé 
chez lui pour ma sœur de ses 50 dipla».

2 ⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲡⲁ Les ⲁ sont placés au-dessus des ⲡ. On trouve une graphie simi-
laire dans P.Monts.Roca inv. 524, 17; 25; 46 (papier copte du xe siècle, édité dans 
S. Torallas Tovar, “A Tenth Century List of Payments or Poll Tax Collecting 
on Paper from the Montserrat Collection,” in: P.M. Sijpesteijn, L. Sundelin, 

Inv. 1951, fr. 1+15 r. (1) recto (cliché B. Layton)
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S. Torallas Tovar et A. Zomeño (ed.), From Al-Andalus to Khurasan: Docu-
ments from the Medieval Muslim World [Leyde-Boston 2007] 187-197).

3 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̣ . . . ⲧⲁⲝⲉ ⲛ̣ⲥ̣ⲓⲣ(ⲓⲕⲟⲛ) La séquence . . . ⲧⲁⲝⲉ suggère une forme 
du mot μετάξιον «soie» (Förster, WB, p. 517: «rohe Seide»). Le terme peut 
décrire un σκέπασμα (couverture), un πάλλιον/pallium (manteau), un ϣⲁⲧ 
(oreiller, coussin). Dans P.Fay.Copt. 47.7, il est question de ⲟⲩⲡⲁⲗⲗⲓⲛ ⲉⲙⲉ . . ⲝⲓ 
ⲉϥϫⲓ ⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ «un manteau en soie, décoré de croix». La séquence ⲛ̣ⲥ̣ⲓⲣ doit 
être l’abréviation du mot σηρικόν ou συρικόν, qui peut désigner soit la couleur 
rouge (comme dans P.Oxy. 16.1922.3  et P.Horak 63.4), soit la soie (comme 
dans Pap.Lugd.Bat. 25.13.28). Dans ce dernier cas, le copte recourrait à une 
expression redondante, qui pourrait décrire une qualité particulière d’étoffe.

4 ] ⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲧ̣ⲟ̣ⲣϣ̣ ϩⲓ ̣ . . . . Il faut sans doute lire après ⲉϥⲧⲟⲣϣ, «rouge», ϩⲓ 
ⲕⲟⲧ, «avec des roues, des cercles», cf. P.Ryl.Copt. 244.4-7 et P.Heid. 7.406.40 
(cf. comm. p. 188-189).

5 et 6 ⲉϥ]ϫⲓ ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣⲟⲥ L’ expression ⲉϥϫⲓ ⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩ)ⲣⲟⲥ, «qui porte une 
croix, décoré de croix», se retrouve dans P.Fay.Copt. 47.3; 4; 7.

Fr.1+15v. 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
↑ ⲗⲩⲭⲛⲓⲁ ⲛⲃⲁⲣⲱⲧ ⲉ[   ] 
 ⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ(ⲉ) ⲉ[  ] 
 — 
 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛⲁⲗϩⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲧⲟⲣ̅[ϣ]̅ - . 
 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ ⲛ̣ . . . [  ] 
5 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛⲉⲣϣⲱⲛ ⲛⲃⲗⲉ̣ . [  ] 
 [ϩⲱⲃ]ⲥ̣̅ ⲛⲁⲗϩⲁⲣⲏⲣ ⲉϥ̣ⲧⲟ̣ⲣ̣[ϣ  ] 
 [—] 
 [ϩⲱ]ⲃ̣ⲥ̣̅ ⲛⲥ̣ⲓⲕ̣ . . . [ . . . ] . [  ] 
 –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –  –

1 λυχνία, ⲛⲃⲁⲣⲱⲧ pap. 2 τράπεζα, ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ pap. 4 ⲛϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ pap.

«... porte-lampe en bronze... patène en fer... vêtements en velours rouge: 
... vêtement jaune citron... manteau pourpre... vêtement en soie rouge (?)... 
couverture (natte?)...»

1 ⲗⲩⲭⲛⲓⲁ ⲛⲃⲁⲣⲱⲧ Le mot désigne un chandelier ou un porte-lampe. 
Le terme est enregistré dans Förster, WB, p. 486, qui cite deux références: 
P.Moscow Copt. 39.2 (exercice scolaire) et CPR 4.180.8 (document relatif à 
un partage d’objets). Des porte-lampe en bronze et en fer sont attestés dans 
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la documentation grecque, cf.  p.  ex.  P.Bodl.  1.49.2 (voir la discussion dans 
G. Schmelz, Kirchliche Amtsträger im spätantiken Ägypten nach den Aussagen 
der griechischen und koptischen Papyri und Ostraka [Leipzig 2002] 121-122). 
— On distingue quelques traits, assez pâles, dans la marge gauche, entre les 
l. 1 et 2.

2 ⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ(ⲉ) Le mot τράπεζα désigne couramment dans les 
textes coptes une «patène» (cf. J. Drescher, “Graeco-Coptica,” Le Muséon 82 
(1969) 85-100, en part. 97-100; la question a été récemment reprise dans le 
même sens par J.-L. Fournet, notamment lors de la quatorzième journée de 
l’association francophone de coptologie [Rome 2009]). C’est bien dans le sens 
de «patène», et non de «table», qu’il faut comprendre le mot dans notre texte: 
le matériau utilisé, le fer, convient en effet beaucoup mieux à l’objet liturgique.

3 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛⲁⲗϩⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲧⲟⲣ̅[ϣ]̅ - . La séquence ⲁⲗϩⲁⲥ représente le mot 
arabe, al-ḫazz, «soie grossière», peut-être une sorte de velours; le terme est 
orthographié ⲁⲗⲭⲁⲥ dans SB Kopt. 2.1042.4-5 et ⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥ dans un papyrus de 
Cambridge (cf. S. Clackson, “The Michaelides Coptic Manuscript Collection 

Inv. 1951, fr. 1+15 r. (1) verso (cliché B. Layton)
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in the Cambridge University Library and British Library, with Excurses on the 
Monasteries of Apa Apollo and Two Uncommon Epistolary Formulae,” dans 
D.W. Johnson (ed.), Acts of the Fifth International Congress of Coptic Studies. 
Washington, 12-15 August 1992, vol. 2, part 1 [Rome 1993] 123-138, en part. 
131). À la fin de la ligne, on voit les restes d’un chiffre (ⲁ, ⲃ, ou plus probable-
ment ⲉ).

4 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ Le mot ϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ désigne le «citron» (Crum, Dict., p. 834a). 
L’expression ⲛϭⲓⲧⲣⲉ doit se comprendre comme l’adjectif κίτρινος, qui désigne 
en grec la couleur jaune (voir la discussion et la liste des textes où le terme ap-
paraît dans A. Papathomas, “ Überlegungen zu dokumentarischen Texten aus 
Ägypten,” ZPE 103 [1994] 85, 87, n° 4; cf. aussi P.Heid. 7.406.23 et H. Froschau-
er, “Farben und Farbbezeichnungen in Papyri und Textilien,” A. Boud’hors 
& N.  Bosson (éd.), Actes du huitième congrès international d’études coptes. 
Paris, 28 juin - 3 juillet 2004, vol. 2 [Louvain-Paris-Dudley 2007] 697-710, en 
part. 699: κίτρεος). Dans les papyrus grecs, le terme sert usuellement à désigner 
la couleur de vêtements.

5 ϩⲱⲃⲥ̅ ⲛⲉⲣϣⲱⲛ ⲛⲃⲗⲉ̣ . [ Comme à la ligne précédente, je propose de 
voir dans ⲛⲃⲗⲉ ̣ . [ une indication de la couleur du vêtement; si tel est le cas, 
ce pourrait être une forme de βλάττα (lat. blatta) «pourpre». Ce mot est at-
testé dans un papyrus grec, SB 22.15248.3 (J.  Diethart, “Dokumentarische 
Texte aus dem 5.-7. Jahrhundert aus der Wiener Papyrussammlung,” Anal-
Pap 5 [1993] 69-113, n° 1): βλαττίου (οὐγκία) α  γρ(άμματα) ε  \ «pourpre: 
1 once et 5 ½ grammes». On trouve deux autres attestations dans la documen-
tation papyrologique: l’adjectif βλάττιος dans SPP 20.245.10 (BL 9, p. 349): 
καμίσια βλά̣τ̣τ̣ια «chemises pourpres» et le probable λευκοβλάττιος (Pap.Lugd.
Bat. 25.13.19: σκέπασμ(α) ὀθόνι(νον) λ̣[ευκοβ]λ̣άττι(ον) «un vêtement en lin 
d’un pourpre léger (?)»).

6 [ϩⲱⲃ]ⲥ̣̅ ⲛⲁⲗϩⲁⲣⲏⲣ La soie, de l’arabe al-ḥarīr, est attestée dans quelques 
documents coptes, comme P.Ryl.Copt.  243, 16 (ⲁⲗϩⲁⲣⲏⲣⲉ) ou un papyrus 
de Cambridge (S.  Clackson, “The Michaelides Coptic Manuscript Collec-
tion,” 131; ⲁⲗϩⲁⲣⲉⲉⲣ).

7 [ϩⲱ]ⲃ̣ⲥ̣̅ ⲛⲥ̣ⲓⲕ̣ . . . [ Il faut peut-être lire ⲥⲓⲕⲓⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ, cf. SB Kopt. 3.1434.6 
(M. Hasitzka, “Liste mit Kleidern, anderen Textilien und Leder aus der Papy-
russammlung der österreichischen Nationalbibliothek in Wien,” JJP 30 [2000] 
31-39) et Förster, WB, p. 727 («aus Haaren hergestelltes Produkt; ? von lat. 
segestre/segestrum»). L’espace entre la l. 6 et la l. 7 est assez important: il est 
probable qu’il y avait un trait de séparation, comme entre les l. 2 et 3.
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2. Document scellé

Les deux fragments, mis au jour dans l’Area I N, Locus 315.1, le 16 janvier 
2007, portent le numéro d’inventaire 1950. Le premier (5 × 8,5 cm) conserve 
le début du texte, le second (24,5 × 8,3 cm) la suite du document. Il semble 
d’après la forme des lacunes que l’espace manquant entre les deux fragments 
était très réduit: selon toute probabilité, il ne manque pas de ligne. Une kollèsis 
est visible dans la marge de droite.

Le bas du document avait été plié cinq fois sur lui-même et scellé au moyen 
d’un sceau en argile, attaché avec une fine bandelette de papyrus qui traversait 
le document (fig. 1). L’ estampille n’est plus visible. La partie scellée a été ouverte 
en 2010, dévoilant une ligne de texte, qui répète le montant exprimé l. 3.

Fig. 1

L’ écriture est quadrilinéaire et extrêmement cursive; en conséquence, 
la lecture est incertaine en plusieurs endroits du texte. On peut comparer 
l’écriture à celle de BKU 3.436, daté de 872, ou encore à celle de CPR 12.8, daté 
des VIIIe-IXe siècles (mais il faut sans doute le placer plutôt aux IXe-Xe siècles). 
Le papyrus du Monastère Blanc est précisément daté de l’an 306 de l’Hégire, 
soit 918-919 de notre ère.2

Le contenu du document est difficile à déterminer: une somme en argent 
est lisible à la l. 3 et se retrouve l. 13, dans la partie qui avait été scellée. La 
pratique de noter une deuxième fois le montant vise à éviter les falsifications; 
elle est usuelle dans les ordres de paiement de taxe (cf. p. ex. P.Ryl.Copt. 119 
et p. 65 pour un dispositif identique à celui de notre texte). Il n’est cependant 
apparemment pas question de taxes dans notre texte. Les séquences que je crois 

2 L’ année débute le 14 juin 918 et se termine le 2 juin 919, cf. R.S. Bagnall et K.A. Worp, 
Chronological Systems of Byzantine Egypt (Leyde-Boston 20042) 307.
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comprendre évoquent plutôt un contrat privé, peut-être une vente à terme. 
L’absence apparente de témoins fragilise cependant cette hypothèse.

→  // [   ] 
  . [ . . . . ] . ⲛ̣ⲟ̣ⲩ̣ⲃ [ . ] . [ . . ] 
  ϩⲓϫⲟⲩ [?] . [ . ] ν̣ο̣(μίσματα) γ (κεράτια) λθ 
  ⲧⲁⲧⲏⲩ ⲛⲏϥ ⲇⲓⲡⲗⲉ 
 5 ⲣⲡ ϩⲓ ⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ 
  ⲛ̣ⲡ̣[ⲛⲟⲩ]ⲧ̣[ⲉ . . . ] . 
  ⲁ . ⲭ ⲭⲇ() ⲡⲧ̣ⲙⲁ̣ . 
  ⲉⲓ . . ⲭ() ϩ̣ⲛ ⲧⲉ̣ⲣⲟⲡ- 
  ⲉ ⲧⲁⲓ ἔτ(ους) τϛ. 
 10 . . . . [ . . . . . ⲥⲉ]ⲩⲏⲣⲟ(ⲩ) 
  ⲉ̣ⲓ ̣. ϣ[ . ] . . . ⲓⲟ(ⲩ) ⲕ̣ⲅ 
  ⲭⲁ̣ⲭ̣ⲉⲓ ς ἰν̣̣δ̣(ικτίωνος) ἔτ(ους) τϛ.

(texte scellé) νο(μίσματα) γ (κεράτια) λθ.

3   pap. 7 ⲭⲇ pap. 8 ⲉⲓ . . ⲭ() pap. ⲧⲉⲣⲟⲡ|ⲉ pap. 10 
ⲥⲉ]ⲩⲏⲣⲟ pap. 11 . . . ⲓⲟ pap. 12 ιν̣̣δ̣ pap.

«// ... or... sur eux ... nomismata 3, keratia 39 et je les lui rendrai: 180 dipla, 
par la volonté de Dieu... dans cette année, l’année 306. ... Sevêros... 23 ... 6e année 
de l’indiction, année 306. (texte scellé) nomismata 3 keratia 39.»

1 // Sur les deux barres obliques, cf.  T.S.  Richter, “Spätkoptische 
Rechtsurkunden neu bearbeitet (III): P. Lond.Copt. I 487 — Arabische Pacht 
in koptischem Gewand,” JJP 33 (2003) 213-230, en part. 223-230.

3 ν̣ο̣(μίσματα) γ (κεράτια) λθ Le nomisma compte théoriquement 24 
keratia, mais souvent moins; il faut peut-être comprendre que les trois nomis-
mata correspondent à 39 keratia (soit 13 keratia chaque).

8-9 ϩ̣ⲛ ⲧⲉ̣ⲣⲟⲡ|ⲉ ⲧⲁⲓ ἔτ(ους) τϛ La même formule de datation apparaît 
dans BKU III 436 (daté de 872) et CPR 4.13 (= CPR 2.102; daté de 942). La 
graphie ⲣⲟⲡⲉ pour ⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ est plutôt rare, cf. les exemples repris dans P. Kahle, 
Bala’izah. Coptic Texts from Deir el-Bala’izah in Upper Egypt (Londres 1954) 
1:102.

11 . . . ⲓⲟ(ⲩ) Il s’agit sans doute de la fin d’un nom propre, peut-être 
précédé de ⲡϣⲛ «fils».
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Inv. 1950 (2) (cliché B. Layton)
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12 ⲭⲁ̣ⲭⲉⲓ Après le chiffre 23 de la l. 12, on s’attend à lire un nom de mois; 
on peut penser ici à une forme de Khoiakh. Si tel est le cas, le document serait 
daté du 19 décembre 918.

12 ϛ ἰν̣̣δ̣(ικτίωνος) La lecture est hypothétique; l’an 306 de l’Hégire cor-
respond en effet à une 7e indiction.

3. Inscription funéraire grecque

D’après les informations transmises par Stephen Davis, la pierre publiée 
ici a été découverte dans les années 1980 ou 1990 lors de fouilles du Supreme 
Council of Antiquities (SCA), sous la direction de l’inspecteur Muḥammad 
‘Abd al-Rasūl Muḥammad. Les rapports du SCA disponibles ne donnent pas 
d’informations sur le contexte ou le lieu de découverte précis de l’inscription. 
La pierre se trouve actuellement au nord ouest de la grande église du site.3 
L’inscription est l’une des rares stèles funéraires de la rive gauche de Panopolis.4

Le texte est gravée sur un morceau de granit rose (86 × 46 × 53 cm).5 
La pierre, de remploi, est brisée en haut, à gauche et à droite; elle était déjà 
partiellement dans cet état lorsque le texte a été inscrit (puisque les marges 
de gauche et de droite sont conservées dans le bas du texte). La surface, gros-
sièrement aplanie, est assez érodée et abîmée. La face qui se trouve en bas du 
bloc a été davantage soignée et polie. On y distingue quelques traits, restes 
d’une représentation figurée, peut-être d’époque pharaonique. Sur le bord 
droit, les marques visibles ont peut-être été laissées par les outils utilisés lors 
de l’extraction de la pierre.

Tel que je propose de la restituer, l’inscription compte 23 lignes, dont 
22 sont conservées au moins en partie. Le texte était justifié à gauche et, de 
manière approximative, à droite; après la l. 7, il est noté en retrait. En effet, aux 

3 Louise Blanke m’a aimablement fourni les coordonnées suivantes, établies en dé-
vembre 2011: UTM Grid 36, N 2935673,064, E 36364882,538, élévation 67,290. La 
localisation actuelle n’indique pas forcément son lieu de découverte exact: la pierre a 
été déplacée. Une photographie du SCA (obtenue par le Yale Monastic Archaeology 
Project) la montre en effet nettoyée et dressée. Par ailleurs, le survey mené dans la zone 
par Gillian Pyke montre que la zone où la pierre se trouve a été fortement perturbée; 
le contexte actuel ne peut dès lors fournir d’indication archéologique (en matière de 
stratigraphie, notamment).

4 Cf. B. Tudor, Christian Funerary Stelae of the Byzantine and Arab Periods from Egypt 
(Marbourg 2011) 89-90.

5 Le texte a été étudié à partir d’un estampage; nous avons aussi pu bénéficier d’une 
transcription préliminaire effectuée par Bentley Layton. La description physique de la 
pierre a été effectuée par Michael Hamilton Burgoyne et Bentley Layton.
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l. 5-7, où les restitutions sont assurées en raison du grand nombre de paral-
lèles, on compte 16 à 18 caractères par ligne; à partir de la l. 8 on dénombre 9 
à 11 lettres par ligne (excepté l. 8, où il y a 12 caractères, et l. 23, où il y a un 
vacat suivi de 7 lettres). Le lapicide a donc commencé son texte par de longues 
lignes occupant toute la surface de la stèle et a poursuivi ensuite sur des petites 
lignes, sans que la raison en apparaisse clairement.6 Deux fautes de copie à la 
fin du texte trahissent une certaine négligence: l. 20, δ pour λ (ἀποστόδου pour 
ἀποστόλου), et l. 22, ο pour c (Οινουθ̣ίου pour Σινουθίου).7

L’ écriture assez fruste ne permet pas de dater le texte avec précision. Le 
contenu général et l’usage du grec permettent de proposer de le placer aux 
vie-viiie siècles.

La pierre conserve le texte d’une inscription funéraire. À la première 
ligne conservée, on lit la séquence ]λ̣ειω̣[, où il faut reconnaître une forme de 
τελειόω, «accomplir, achever», comme par exemple dans le texte parallèle SEG 
18.697, qui provient de Panopolis, c’est-à-dire de la même aire géographique 
que notre texte. Par comparaison avec ce texte, et d’autres présentant le verbe 
τελειόω, seule une ligne manque au début du texte. Le nom du défunt n’est 
pas conservé; il pourrait aussi s’agir d’une femme (il faudrait restituer dans ce 
cas μακαρίας l. 1 et τῆς δούλης l. 6). À partir de la l. 4, on trouve la formule 
habituelle ἀνάπαυσον τὴν ψυχήν... ἐν κόλποις Ἀβραὰμ καὶ Ἰσαὰκ καὶ Ἰακῶβ, 
«accorde le repos à l’âme de... dans le sein d’Abraham, d’Isaac et de Jacob», 
mais qui est ici élargie: la préposition μετά «avec» introduit «tous les prophètes, 
apôtres, évangélistes et nos saints pères».8

Comme on peut s’y attendre, les trois personnages définis comme « nos 
saints pères» sont liés au Monastère Blanc: il s’agit de Pg’ol, de Pchoi et de 
Chenoute. Pg’ol, le fondateur et oncle maternel de Chenoute, est décrit comme 
προπάτωρ, titre qu’il faut rapprocher de l’expression ⲡⲉⲛϣⲣ̅ⲡ ⲛ̅ⲉⲓⲱⲧ, «notre 
premier père», utilisée dans les Canons de Chenoute pour désigner Pg’ol (voir 
le commentaires ci-dessous). Pchoi, le compagnon de Chenoute, est défini 
comme anachorète, tandis que Chenoute lui-même est qualifié de «saint apôtre 
et prophète» et d’«archimandrite».

6 Si la partie inférieure de la pierre avait déjà la forme qu’elle a maintenant, le lapicide 
a peut-être voulu, à partir de la l. 8, aligner la marge de gauche sur l’espace disponible 
tout en bas (l. 21 et 22).

7 Si l’inscription a été peinte ensuite dans une couleur vive (en rouge par exemple), 
ces erreurs ont pu être aisément corrigées. Aucune trace de peinture n’est toutefois 
visible actuellement.

8 Sur l’arrière-plan liturgique de ces formules, voir A. Łajtar et J. van der Vliet, Qasr 
Ibrim. The Greek and Coptic Inscriptions (Varsovie 2010) 194-195.
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On peut comparer l’association des trois personnages avec le décor du 
lobe nord de la triconque du Monastère Rouge: au second niveau, on voit 
quatre niches où sont peintes les images de quatre individus, identifiés dans la 
publication comme Bêsa (successeur de Chenoute), Chenoute, Paul et Pchoi.9 
Comme le remarque P. Dilley, ces personnages sont en relation étroite avec 
la fédération de Chenoute, à l’exception toutefois de Paul. L’inscription a été 
lue ainsi par l’éditeur: ⲡ̣ⲁ̣ⲩ[ⲗⲟⲩ] ⲡⲣⲟⲡⲁⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲁ̣ⲣⲭⲏⲙⲁⲛⲇ̣(ⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ). Le titre de 
προπάτωρ et les incertitudes de la lecture du nom suggèrent de lire plutôt 
Πκ̣ω̣[λίου] προπάτ̣ο̣ρος ἀ̣ρχημανδ̣(ρίτου)10; on rétablirait ainsi la cohérence 
du deuxième registre du lobe nord de la triconque.

 [   ] 
 [ . . . . . .  ἐτε]λ̣ειώ̣[θη μη-] 
 [νὸς  . . . . . . ] ιδ̣ ἰνδικ(τίωνος) 
 [ὁ Θεὸς ὁ παντ]ο̣κράτωρ ἀ- 
5 [νάπαυσον τ]ὴν ψυχὴν 
 [τοῦ δούλου] σου ἐν κόλ- 
 [ποις Ἀβρ(α)ὰ]μ καὶ Ἰσὰκ κ(αὶ) 
  [Ἰα]κ̣ῶβ καὶ με̣τὰ 
  π̣ά̣ντων τ̣[ῶν] 
10  προφητῶν κ(αὶ) 
  ἀποστόλων 
  κ̣αὶ εὐαγγελε- 
  σ̣τ̣ῶν καὶ τῶν 
  ἁγ̣ίων πατέρω(ν) 
15  ἡμ̣ῶν ἄπα Πκο̣- 
  λ̣ίου πρ̣οβ̣άτο- 
  ρος κ̣αὶ ἄπα Ψο̣- 
  ίου ἀνα̣χ̣ο̣ρ̣(ητοῦ) 
  καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου 
20  ἀποστόδου 
  καὶ προφ(ητοῦ) ἄβ- 
  β̣α Σινουθ̣ίου 
  vac. ἀρχιμαν(δρίτου).

9 Cf. P. Dilley, “Dipinti in Late Antiquity and Shenoute’s Monastic Federation: Text 
and Image in the Paintings of the Red Monastery,” ZPE 165 (2008) 111-128, en part. 
118-119.

10 Les images que j’ai pu consulter me semblent autoriser cette lecture. Par ailleurs, 
on notera qu’il est préférable d’utiliser les caractères grecs pour ce texte, qui ne présente 
aucun élément syntaxique copte.
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3 ινδικ// inscr. 12-13 l. εὐαγγελιστῶν 16-17 l. προπάτορος 18 l. ἀνα
χωρητοῦ 20 αποστοδου inscr. 22 οινουθιου inscr.

«... Il a achevé sa vie au mois de ... le ... de la 14e année de l’indiction. Dieu 
tout-puissant, accorde le repos à l’âme de ton serviteur dans le sein d’Abraham, 
d’Isaac et de Jacob, avec tous les prophètes, apôtres et évangélistes et nos saints 
pères, Apa Pkolios, le fondateur, Apa Psoios, l’anachorète, et le saint apôtre et 
prophète Abba Sinouthios, l’archimandrite.»

1-3 [ - - - ]|[ . . . . . .  ἐτε]λ̣ειώ̣[θη μη]|[νὸς...] Il faut peut-être restituer 
à la l. 1: [+ Στήλη τοῦ μακαρίου], «† Stèle du bienheureux», comme dans le 
texte parallèle de Panopolis SEG 18.697.1-4 (+ στήλη τοῦ μακαρ(ίου) | Ἰωσήφ. 
ἐτελειώθ(η) | μηνὸς Χοιὰκ δ´| ἰνδικ(τιῶν)ο(ς) ια´). D’autres restitutions sont 
également possibles, p. ex. + στήλη | τοῦ... ἐτελείωσεν | ἔτων... ἐπὶ μηνὸς... (cf. I.
Lefebvre 246, 1-4; Panopolis) ou ἔνθα κατάκειται ὁ μακάριος... ἐτελειώθη ἐν 
μηνὶ... (cf. I.Lefebvre 654; Nubie).

Inscription grecque (3) (cliché B. Layton)
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3 ιδ̣ ἰνδικ(τίωνος) Le chiffre 14 représente selon toute probabilité celui 
de l’année indictionnelle. Les deux traits en fin de ligne, légèrement obliques, 
sont donc sans doute deux traits d’abréviation.

4 [ὁ Θεὸς ὁ παντ]ο̣κράτωρ On peut songer à restituer autrement, p. ex. 
Κύριε παντοκράτωρ, comme dans I.Syringes 302 (réédité dans T. Derda et A. 
Łajtar, “A Christian Prayer from Ramses IVth Tomb in the Theban Valley of 
the Kings,” JJP 24 [1994] 19-22), ou Κ(ύρι)ε ὁ Θ(εὸ)ς παντοκράτωρ, comme 
dans IGLS 4.1578. 

6 [τοῦ δούλου] σου Usuellement l’expression «ton esclave» est suivie 
d’un nom propre (voir cependant la même tournure dans I.Lefebvre 623 et 
626).

9-14 π̣ά̣ντων τ̣[ῶν] || προφητῶν κ(αὶ) | ἀποστόλων | κ̣αὶ εὐαγγελε|σ̣τ̣ῶν 
καὶ τῶν | ἁγ̣ίων πατέρω(ν) || ἡμ̣ῶν Les listes de saints personnages compren-
nent souvent les prophètes et apôtres (p. ex. SB Kopt. 1.473.4-5; 2.1130.11-12; 
1142.11-12; 1165.6), mais rarement les évangélistes (cf. I.Saqqarah 4.203.5; 7, 
où on trouve les prophètes, les apôtres et les évangélistes au sein d’une longue 
litanie).

15-17 ἄπα Πκο̣|λ̣ίου πρ̣οβ̣άτο|ρος La graphie Πκολίου rend de manière 
grécisée le nom copte ⲡϭⲱⲗ (cf. Πκώλιος ou Πκῶλις; sur le personnage, cf. R.-
G. Coquin, “Pjol,” Copt. Enc. 6 [1991] 1981). Le fondateur du Monastère Blanc 
serait ici qualifié de προπάτωρ (écrit fautivement avec un β), comme peut-être 
aussi dans une inscription du Monastère Rouge (cf. ci-dessus). Ce terme, plutôt 
rare, peut désigner un fondateur, un premier père, etc. (cf. LSJ, s.v.). Le mot 
est appliqué à Antoine dans une inscription grecque de Louxor (SEG 8.675) 
ou bien Abraam, Isaac et Jacob dans un texte copte qui provient peut-être du 
Fayoum (SB Kopt. 1.747.3). Dans les inscriptions coptes de Nubie, le terme 
désigne couramment Adam (cf. SB Kopt. 1.429 = I Khartoum Copt. 27.5 et 
n. 392; ou encore la stèle publiée dans G. Steindorff, “Christliche Grabsteine aus 
Nubien,” Miscellanea gregoriana, Vatican, 1941, p. 205-209, en part. p. 206, II, 
3-4, qui présente la même graphie). C’est dans les Canons de Chenoute que l’on 
trouve le meilleur parallèle: l’expression ⲡⲉⲛϣⲣ̅ⲡ ⲛ̅ⲉⲓⲱⲧ, «notre premier père», 
y renvoie à Pg’ol (cf. B. Layton, “Some Observations on Shenoute’s Sources: 
Who Are Our Fathers,” JCS 11 [2009] 45-59, en part. 49). La locution copte et 
le mot grec sont parfaitement équivalents.

17-18 ἄπα Ψο̣|ίου ἀνα̣χ̣ο̣ρ̣(ητοῦ) Apa Pchoi, le fondateur du Monastère 
Rouge, était un compagnon de Chenoute (écrit en grec Ψοίος; sur le person-
nage, cf. R.-G. Coquin, “Pshoi, Saint,” Copt. Enc. 6 [1991] 2028-2029). D’après 
la Vie de Chenoute attribuée à Bésa (§ 9; éd. Leipoldt, p. 11-12), ce sont Pg’ol et 
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Pchoi qui entendirent une voix céleste annoncer que Chenoute était destiné à 
être l’archimandrite du monde entier.

19-23 τοῦ ἁγίου || ἀποστόλου | καὶ προφ(ητοῦ) ἄβ|β̣α Σινουθ̣ίου | vac. 
ἀρχιμαν(δρίτου) Chenoute est décrit plusieurs fois comme «prophète» dans 
la Vie de Chenoute (p. ex. dans le titre de l’œuvre), et une fois comme apôtre 
(§ 172; éd. Leipoldt, p. 72). Usuellement, il porte le seul titre archimandrite, 
comme dans l’inscription récemment découverte dans une tombe, qui pour-
rait être celle de Chenoute lui-même, cf. E.S. Bolman, S.J. Davis & G. Pyke, 
“Shenoute and a Recently Discovered Tomb Chapel at the White Monastery,” 
Journal of Early Christian Studies 18/3 (2010), 453-462; E.S. Bolman, S.J. Davis, 
et al., “The Tomb of St. Shenoute? More Results from the White Monastery 
(Dayr Anba Shenouda), Sohag,” Bulletin of the American Rersearch Center in 
Egypt 198 (2011), 31-38, en part. 35.
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Abstract
The annotations in BKT 10.4 (Odyssey 15) are reconsidered. Several 
of them report variant readings ascribed to the text known as ἡ κοινή.

BKT 10.4, recently published by Kathleen McNamee, has exiguous re-
mains of the final column of a second-century CE manuscript of Odyssey 15, 
written in a casual round bookhand of familiar type.1 Five annotations, written 
more casually still, and smaller, as is normal for such notes, attended vv. 534, 
541, 545, 549, and 553. These were added apparently by the copyist of the main 
text. They may have already been present in his exemplar or they may be taken 
from elsewhere. Here are the lines in question, as given in the BKT publication:

McNamee takes all the notes to be “glosses or short metaphrases.” But 
that is clearly not so. At 541 and 545 we have reports of ἡ κοινή (sc. ἔκδοϲιϲ, 
or just ἀνάγνωϲιϲ or λέξιϲ?), the somewhat mysterious “common” text which 
is reported in just the same way in marginalia of a number of other Homeric 

1 LDAB 1424; image at http://smb.museum/berlpap/index.php/06617/. McNamee 
published the marginalia earlier in her Annotations in Greek and Latin Texts from Egypt 
(American Studies in Papyrology 45, 2007) 282. — My sincere thanks to her for most 
graciously discussing and approving the present note.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 203-206

534 [εν δηµω Ιθακηϲ αλλ υµειϲ καρτεροι αι]ει· αντι κ(οινωϲ) ενκρατειϲ

541 [πειθη εµων εταρων οι µοι Πυλον ειϲ αµ εποντ]ο̣ η κοι(νη) πειθε εµω(ν)

545 [Τηλεµαχ ει γαρ κεν ϲυ πολυν χρονον ενθαδε µιµνοιϲ] η κο(ινη) ειπερ γαρ κ(εν)

549 [οι δ αιψ ειϲβαινον και επι κληιϲι καθιζον ]ο̣ν̣

553 [οι µεν ανωϲαντεϲ πλεον εϲ πολιν, ωϲ εκελευϲε α]ν̣(τι του) απωϲαντεϲ
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papyri too, duly referenced by McNamee.2 Yet she inexplicably declines that 
interpretation here, preferring to take ἡ κοινή as referring to translation into 
ordinary speech. 

The note on 541, ἡ κοι(νὴ) πείθε’ ἐμῶν, she translates as “The common 
(expression) is πείθε’ ἐμῶν,” and declares “πείθε’ is a gloss rather than a variant 
reading.” It should be obvious that the opposite is the case. πείθε’, an elided 
poetic form, is no gloss, and even πείθου would never gloss πείθῃ. ἐμῶν is 
included to make it clear that πειθε is not πεῖθε (as it has become for instance 
in the 10th-cent. D at Il. 14.235) but elided πείθεο. And as McNamee herself 
reports, the reading is attested in the medieval tradition, carried by the 13th-
cent. O (van Thiel’s siglum for Marc.613). – It may be added that a lemma-less 
scholium attached to 540 in H reads οὕτωϲ Ἀρίϲταρχοϲ. Lehrs suggested that 
this referred to the accentuation of Πειραιοϲ in 539;3 this met with Dindorf ’s 
approval in his edition of the scholia. It seems possible however that the note 
refers rather to 541, in which case it implies that the alternative reading record-
ed by our papyrus was known to Aristarchus, and presumably opposed by him.

Similarly with 545, which McNamee renders as “The common (expres-
sion) is εἴπερ γάρ κ(εν).” But here again it is clear that we have a varia lectio, 
the κοινή reading. εἴ περ γάρ κε will have stood in place of the transmitted εἰ 
γάρ κεν σύ.

What we have here, then, is a pair of κοινή readings, recorded in conven-
tional fashion. One of them finds weak representation in the medieval tradition 
but is not attested at all in the scholia (unless the misplaced scholium in H 
implies it).4 The other is new. Both can be securely added to the stock of attested 
κοινή readings. πείθε’ ἐμῶν for πείθῃ ἐμῶν, imperative for indicative, is clearly 
inferior. εἴ περ γάρ κεν is more respectable (cf. esp. Od. 8.355, Ἥφαιστ’, εἴ περ 
γάρ κεν Ἄρης χρεῖος ὑπαλύξας), but the loss of σύ here is unwelcome. Both 
of them may have originated in rhapsodic performance, or in a homerically 
permeated copyist’s transcriptional error.

At 534, on the other hand, ἐνκρατεῖς (i.e. ἐγκρατεῖς) is equally clearly not 
a varia lectio, but a gloss on κάρτεροι (more properly, a metaphrasis of it). The 
major scholia ad loc. give the same gloss (ἐγκρατεῖϲ, τὸ κράτοϲ ἔχοντεϲ, plus 

2 Erbse’s Pap.I (the Hawara Homer), Pap.IV (P.Oxy. 445), and Pap.XI (P.Oxy. 685), 
all of similar date. The verses concerned are Il. 2.397, where Allen’s ἡ κο(ινὴ) is to be 
preferred to Erbse’s ἢ κο(ινῶς), and 769, where Hunt’s ἡ κο(ινὴ) is to be preferred to 
Erbse’s ἔν τ(ισι); 6.128, 464, and 478; and 17.728.

3 Karl Lehrs, de Aristarchi studiis Homericis, 3rd ed. (Leipzig 1882) 308.
4 Were it not for this new attestation, its presence in O would have been deemed 

simply a contemporary error rather than a transmitted reading. That is now less likely, 
though of course still possible.
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citation of Archilochus), as do the D-scholia (δεϲπόζοντεϲ, ἐγκρατεῖϲ); no 
dependence need be inferred. What precedes ἐνκρατεῖς is a little puzzling, but 
whatever we make of that,5 it is evident that the marginal annotations included 
both metaphrases and ἡ κοινή variants. That is not hard to accept.

For 549 McNamee proposes ἡ κοινὴ ἔνβαιν]ο̣ν̣ (or ἔμβ-). That is quite 
possible, and if right will be another koine reading, ἔμβαινον for εἴσβαινον. 
Some manuscripts present ἔμβαινον in the text at two earlier occurrences of 
the phrase, Od. 9.103 and 15.221, as McNamee notes. The verse is a formu-
laic one in the Odyssey (9.103, 179, 471, 563, 11.658, 12.146, 15.549, cf. 221), 
and the polysemantic Homeric glossary that (falsely) went under the name of 
Apion uses it to exemplify εἰσ- in the sense of ἐν. Here however there can be no 
certainty: ]ον is not much to go on. The note could have been e.g. ἀντὶ τ(οῦ) 
ἐνέβαιν]ον, i.e. a gloss. Or it could be that ἔμβαινον stood in the papyrus’ main 
text and the annotation recorded εἴσβαινον.

At 553 ἀπώσαντες looks like another varia lectio (whether or not of the 
koine), rather than a gloss as McNamee takes it to be. A gloss on ἀνώσαντες 
would be expected to retain or render the prefix in some way, as indeed the sur-
viving glosses do. The scholia (BQ, more fully in Eustathius) give ἀνωθήσαντες 
τὴν ναῦν, updating the form of the participle,6 while the D-scholia metaphrase 
εἰς τὸ ἄνω τὸν πλοῦν ποιήσαντες.7 The force of the prefix “properly” implies 
“from lower to higher,” as Eustathius puts it,8 so it is understandable that it 
should have been replaced by the easier ἀπ-, “pushing off ” rather than “push-
ing up.” As for what precedes it, McNamee’s interpretation of the introductory 
traces as representing ἀ]ν̣(τὶ τοῦ) looks very doubtful palaeographically, and 

5 We might have expected merely ἀντὶ τοῦ ἐνκρατεῖς, with ἀντὶ τοῦ written in abbre-
viated form. McNamee’s ἀντὶ κ(οινῶς), as she admits, is “questionable, as ἀντὶ κοινῶς 
is unattested.” As alternatives she offers ἀντὶ (τοῦ) κ(οινῶς) or ἀντὶ (τοῦ) κ(οινοῦ), 
which would likewise be anomalous. The initial epsilon of ενκρατεις is in correction, 
apparently from rho (from gamma according to McNamee, but that does not adequately 
account for the ink). With the kappa, that gives κρ – κράτεροι or κράτος ἔχοντες aborted 
in favor of ἐγκρατεῖς? Perhaps the scribe initially meant to write αντιτκρ- but anticipa-
torily wrote kappa in place of the tau, and switched to ενκρατεις when he reached the 
rho. Whatever the explanation, the correction shows that the scribe messed up, and it 
is clear that this annotation is quite distinct from the ἡ κοινή ones.

6 After ἀνωθήσαντες τὴν ναῦν Eustathius continues ὑψοῦ ἐν νοτίῳ (cf. Od. 4.785 ~ 
8.55) ὤστε πλέειν. The scholia evidently cut this. The note will have come from some 
ancient commentary.

7 And Hesychius s.v. gives ἀναϲτρέψαντεϲ. It is probably safe to assume that the 
reference is to this verse; ἀνώϲαντεϲ is not attested anywhere else.

8 κυρίως γὰρ ὠθεῖν (he means ἀνωθεῖν) τὸ ἀπὸ χθαμαλωτέρων ἀνάγειν εἰς 
ὑψηλότερον. This may or may not be Eustathius’ own amplification.
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I suggest ἡ] κ̣[ο]ι(νή) would make a more acceptable reading: the first stroke 
the downward-sloping end of the upper leg of kappa (the legs of kappa take 
an approximate c shape), the iota elongated and suspended as at 541, and the 
intervening omicron lost where the papyrus is torn away. In that case we have 
yet another κοινή reading, again new.

The standing of the koine, which some have wished to identify with the 
Athenian text, is not raised by these readings.9 They all appear to be secondary, 
deriving from the readings of the main tradition evidently represented by the 
papyrus’ primary text.

9 Cf. my “Homeric Papyri and Transmission of the Text” in I. Morris and B. Powell 
(eds.), A New Companion to Homer (Leiden and New York 1997) 55-100, esp. 71; L. 
Pagani and S. Perrone, “Le ekdoseis antiche di Omero nei papiri,” in G. Bastianini and 
A. Casanova (eds.), I papiri omerici: Atti del convegno internazionale di studi, Firenze, 
9-10 guigno 2011 (2012) 97-124.
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Abstract
One of the most intriguing aspects of the production of Codex 
Sinaiticus is the corrections made at various stages in the scriptorium. 
Perhaps surprisingly, no one has yet undertaken to identify these 
corrections by scribal hands that authored them and by the correc-
tion stage at which they were made.  Using Mark’s Gospel as a test 
case, the present study seeks to assign the known scribal hands and 
the appropriate correction stages to these earliest corrections. After 
scrutinizing the individual corrections, I shall make some general 
comments concerning the correcting activity of the scribes in this 
portion of the manuscript, including a brief discussion of the textual 
affinities of (some of) the corrections.

1. The Study of the Earliest Corrections: History and Method

Codex Sinaiticus is one of the most important witnesses to the text of the 
Greek Bible. Amongst the manuscript’s most striking features is the plethora 
of corrections made at different stages of its production and reception histo-
ry.2 Especially intriguing are the earliest corrections made in the scriptorium 
(also called S1; listed mostly as ℵ1 in NA28), as they are particularly illuminat-

1 I am grateful to Dr. Tommy Wasserman who suggested the earliest corrections in 
Sinaiticus as a fruitful research topic and who also read through the initial draft of this 
article, providing many helpful comments and corrections. Above all, I owe my grati-
tude to Dr. Peter M. Head for his priceless guidance throughout my M.Phil. dissertation 
research presented here. Of course, all the remaining shortcomings are my own.

2 D.C. Parker, Codex Sinaiticus: The Story of the World’s Oldest Bible (Peabody and 
Lon don 2010) 79, notes 27,305 corrections.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 207-254
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ing regarding the copying process and early editorial activity. Moreover, cor-
rections appear rather frequently in apparatus critici, yet their witness is not 
easy to interpret: while some corrections merely remedy scribal errors, others 
betray a genuine shift of Vorlagen, and thereby provide an important datum 
concerning transmission history. My aim in this study is to scrutinize the S1 
corrections, to identify patterns of correcting activity, and to highlight their 
potential significance for textual criticism of the New Testament.3 As the extent 
of this article does not permit the study of all early corrections in Sinaiticus, 
the Gospel of Mark will be used as a test case; this portion of Sinaiticus exhibits 
the work of two scribes who also corrected the text and thus can be studied 
comparatively. Importantly, one of the most significant variation-units in the 
Gospel, namely Mark 1:1, involves an early correction, the interpretation of 
which is consequential for textual and exegetical purposes alike.

I begin this study with a survey of the history of research on the corrections 
in Sinaiticus, followed by methodological considerations applied in my analy-
sis. Afterward, each S1 correction in Mark will be examined and discussed by 
means of textual commentary. Finally, the data thus gleaned will be tabulated 
and scrutinized concerning the broader patterns of correcting activity.

1.1. Historical retrospect

The first scholar to study the manuscript’s many corrections was Constan-
tin von Tischendorf. In the Prolegomena to the editio princeps,4 Tischendorf 
briefly depicts individual correctors and provides a concise commentary on 
all the corrections. Tischendorf recognized groups of correctors that worked 
in the scriptorium. The first correction phase was carried out by the original 
scribe (prima manus), when he realized his error in the course of copying.5 The 
second line of corrections comes from the διόρθωσις, the full-scale revision 
of the manuscript performed by Scribe D, who was in Tischendorf ’s view also 
responsible for adding the majority of running titles, superscriptions, etc.6 
Tischendorf ’s third group of scriptorium corrections were “equal in elegance 

3 For this study, I used the recent facsimile edition Codex Sinaiticus (Peabody and 
London 2010), the Codex Sinaiticus website (http://codexsinaiticus.org), and Virtual 
Manuscript Room (VMR) 2.0 (http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de), the last of which seemed 
most helpful – not least because of the superior quality of the images.

4 For our purposes, I refer to the edition of the New Testament portion: C. Tischen-
dorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum sive Novum Testamentum cum epistula Barnabae 
et fragmentis Pastoris (Leipzig 1863).

5 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxii.
6 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxi-xxii.



 The Earliest Corrections in Codex Sinaiticus 209

of script with almost no difference in ink [color].”7 In the commentary, the 
latter two groups are most often listed under the single umbrella of A correc-
tors. Only thrice (John 3:36; 19:4; 21:25) are Scribe D’s corrections designated 
as Aa, yet without any prior explanation.8 Tischendorf also briefly introduces 
Aobliq, a sloppy hand responsible for only very few corrections (mostly in Paul).9 
Important for our purposes are also Tischendorf ’s B corrections. He never 
identifies their specific date, but notes they are closer (propius) to the earli-
est corrections.10 The B corrector is mostly active only in the first two folios 
of Matthew, being “an educated man who seems to have designed to revise 
the codex, so that he consulted ancient scriptures in various ways.”11 Tischen-
dorf also introduces the B1 corrections, though without any methodological 
distinction from the B corrector proper.12 Overall, Tischendorf ’s method is 
neither very transparent nor consistent; his principal means of identification 
were the appearance of script, ink color, and recognizable activity of the scribe 
elsewhere in the manuscript. 

In his introduction to the facsimile, Kirsopp Lake fleshed out Tischen-
dorf ’s system of A and B correctors, subdividing the A group into seven dis-
tinctive categories.13 A1 is an uncial corrector who writes over erasures and 
whose script resembles that of the original text; these corrections were mostly 
penned by Scribe D. A2 comprises the majority of A corrections; he alternates 
large and small letters, and is also identified as Scribe D. A3 is a corrector dis-
tinct from A2 but not later than him, although Lake is ambivalent concerning 
his scriptorium origin; A3 corrections often involve ligatures. A4 corrections 
are only few; they are neat and regular, probably dated somewhat later than 

7 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxiii. Unless otherwise noted, all 
translations are my own.

8 H.J.M. Milne and T.C. Skeat, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus (London 
1938) 40, n. 1, note that Tischendorf “seems to differentiate the A correctors into A, 
Aa, Ab, Ac, and Aobliq.” Their reference to Tischendorf for Ac seems mistaken, as Ac there 
is a conjunction introducing a paragraph dealing with textual affinities of the codex. 
F.H.A. Scrivener, A Full Collation of the Codex Sinaiticus with the Received Text of the 
New Testament (Cambridge and London 1864) xx-xxii, never mentions Ac in his intro-
duction (largely based on Tischendorf).

9 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxiii.
10 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxiii. Thus, Scrivener’s (Full Colla-

tion, xxii) claim that the B corrector “is a full age below A, and may be conjecturely [sic] 
placed at the end of the sixth century” does not represent Tischendorf ’s view.

11 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxiii.
12 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xxiv.
13 See K. Lake, Codex Sinaiticus Petropolitanus: The New Testament, The Epistle of 

Barnabas and the Shepherd of Hermas (Oxford 1911) xxi-xxiv, Plate 2.
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the previous A corrections. A5 corrections are sparse and contemporary with 
the scriptorium; they are “graceful in style” and exhibit a peculiar shape of ξ. 
AHerm is a corrector “possibly” distinct from the other A correctors, being the 
διορθώτης of the Shepherd of Hermas. Finally, Lake reiterates Tischendorf ’s 
Aobliq category, a sloppy, “unimportant” hand that penned “only a few casual 
corrections.” In the same manner, Lake provides de facto the same description 
of B and Ba correctors as Tischendorf, and it need not be repeated here. In sum-
mary, Lake follows Tischendorf by appealing to the appearance of script when 
identifying corrections. Lake’s identification of seven distinct types of A cor-
rections, however, seems to have exploited the method to its uttermost limits. 
Surprisingly, Lake does not provide any further systematic account of the cor-
recting activity, save one plate containing several specimens of each category.

At the acquisition of Codex Sinaiticus by the British Library, H.J.M. Milne 
and T.C. Skeat executed a complete reinvestigation of the manuscript, the 
results of which were published in their 1938 monograph. Dissatisfied with 
Lake’s excessive number of early correctors, Milne and Skeat’s efforts “have 
been principally directed to reducing them to a more reasonable number.”14 
Based on their analysis of scribal activity (both textual and paratextual), Milne 
and Skeat conclude that all Lake’s (and Tischendorf ’s) A and B corrections 
must be assigned to the original scribes, whose peculiarities such as the shape 
of the και-compendium, orthography, or use of ligatures are evident therein; 
general appearance, though occasionally mentioned, is not given pride of 
place.15 Milne and Skeat further conclude that Scribe D also corrected Scribe 
A’s work, but was the only one to correct his own work. Scribe B was left alone 
to correct his work “by his more literate colleagues.”16 Importantly, Milne and 
Skeat interpret Tischendorf ’s B corrections as a token of Scribe A’s ambitious 
attempt at revision of the manuscript. Milne and Skeat intimate that most of 
the corrections were made against the original exemplar, but that in the New 
Testament “there are signs of a further revision, of actual collation with an-
other textual tradition.”17 To be sure, Milne and Skeat’s seminal work has been 
generally accepted and has become the Ausgangspunkt for subsequent studies 
on the manuscript;18 a disadvantage of Milne and Skeat’s enterprise, however, 

14 Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 41.
15 See Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 41-44. Milne and Skeat there also reas-

sign scribal hands to all specimens of respective A correctors given by Lake in Plate 2 
in his introduction to the facsimile.

16 Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 44.
17 Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 45.
18 See, e.g., D. Jongkind, Scribal Habits of Codex Sinaiticus (Piscataway 2007) 2; J. 

Hernández, Scribal Habits and Theological Influences in the Apocalypse: The Singular 
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is that they only give a general overview of the correctors and not a systematic 
account such as Tischendorf ’s commentary.

In 2009, the Codex Sinaiticus Project launched its website containing an 
electronic edition of the manuscript.19 This instalment marks an important 
paradigm shift in textual studies, as it not only provides a complete transcrip-
tion including identification of scribes and correctors, but it also links this data 
to the digital images. As for the earliest corrections, the Sinaiticus Project uses 
a corporate S1 label (first used in the handwritten notebook of T.C. Skeat20), yet 
occasionally also assigns a more specific hand. Unfortunately, no publication 
has yet appeared that would set out systematically the Project’s methods, apart 
from David Parker’s popular-level book. Regardless, the system of identifica-
tion of these corrections is not entirely consistent: there are occasional attempts 
at specific identification, but many corrections, even where Milne and Skeat’s 
basic criteria could be applied straightforwardly, are assigned the generic S1 
label. Although one cannot always assign a correction with absolute certainty, 
the approach taken by the Sinaiticus Project seems overly minimalistic. Even 
so, the Codex Sinaiticus website provides a hitherto unparalleled platform 
for studying the manuscript afresh and for taking the groundwork laid by the 
Sinaiticus Project still further.

1.2. Methodological remarks

As indicated in the previous discussion, no one has attempted to integrate 
identification of corrections in a consistent manner throughout the manu-
script (or at least throughout an extended portion thereof) with a broader 
analysis of the correcting activity of scribes. On the one hand, when the cor-
rections were assigned in the whole codex, they received an inconsistent treat-
ment comprised mostly of generic identification. One the other hand, when 
the correctors were identified and characterized more specifically, only a few 
specimens were provided without a fuller presentation of the data. Therefore, it 
is hoped that an integrative approach taken here will fill this gap by providing 
both a detailed identification and an overview of early correcting activity, us-
ing the Gospel of Mark as a test case. Before we proceed to the analysis, some 
methodological remarks are in order.

At the outset, it is important to begin the study of each correction with 
some analysis of the “error” that triggered it. In this manner, one can fre-

Readings of Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and Ephraemi (Tübingen 2006) 57.
19 See Sinaiticus Project, “Codex Sinaiticus.” Accessed May 12, 2012. http://co-

dexsinaiticus.org.
20 I am indebted to Dr. Amy Myshrall for this information.
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quently ascertain whether the correction was that of an obvious scribal error 
(meaningful or not) or whether the corrector altered the faithfully transmitted 
reading to that of another Vorlage. Afterward, one may proceed to attempt 
identification of the scribe. Although this is not always feasible (especially in 
the case of erasures and very scanty corrections), it will be shown that the ma-
jority of corrections can be assigned with relative confidence. Furthermore, it 
is important to establish if the correction originated in the process of copying.21 
The corrections of this kind exhibit a very similar ink color and thickness of 
strokes as the surrounding text. Naturally, all such corrections must be attrib-
uted to the original scribe. The corrections that come from the later reviewer 
of the manuscript consistently exhibit a different (often much lighter) ink color 
and much thinner strokes. One of the explanations that come to mind is that 
during the later correction phase the scribes may have used pens that were 
sharpened differently, or perhaps they held their pens at a different angle.22

The generic identification of scriptorium corrections is not disputed, and 
thus we will study the corrections already identified as S1 by the Sinaiticus 
Project. As mentioned, the Ausgangspunkt for identification of these correc-
tors is the study of Milne and Skeat, which demonstrates that each scribe has 
certain peculiarities that are also reflected in his corrections.23 Scribe A con-
sistently employs an angular και-compendium, an arrow with the rounded 
head attached to the shaft, and exhibits strong itacistic tendencies and fond-
ness of ligatures. Scribe D consistently employs an oblique και-compendium, 
a peculiarly shaped letter ξ, an arrow with the head dislocated from the shaft, 
and much superior spelling.24 

My approach, however, takes Milne and Skeat’s observations further and 
applies them in light of Dirk Jongkind’s study of scribal habits in Sinaiticus. 
Milne and Skeat often give impressionistic remarks that may well be accurate 
but were never sustained by a systematic presentation of the data. Jongkind’s 

21 For a useful discussion on this type of corrections and references, see J.R. Royse, 
Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (Leiden and Boston 2008) 115, n. 
65. I adapted the in scribendo terminology from Royse.

22 The most telling example seems to be Mark 8:8, where, at the line ending, the scribe 
inserted και-compendium of the size very similar to that of the preceding text, yet the 
strokes are much thinner. The line could have easily been extended by one additional 
letter written with thicker strokes (as it was in the previous line), which might indicate 
that during the later correction phase the scribe did indeed use a differently sharpened 
pen. One could perhaps also envisage the scribe putting less pressure on the pen when 
writing these corrections with thinner strokes.

23 See Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 40-44.
24 I do not deal with Scribe B, as he only corrected the texts he copied himself.
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meticulous comparative study of various scribal phenomena (textual and 
paratextual) gives a more exhaustive account of scribal activity. Jongkind’s 
monograph abounds with useful data to which we will constantly refer in our 
analysis. Third, though in itself the weakest indicator, it still seems worthwhile 
to heed the general appearance of script of individual scribes, since perceivable 
differences in our scribes’ script can sometimes be observed in their correc-
tions. For instance, Parker states that the kappa is “the most revealing” letter 
amongst the scribes of Sinaiticus.25 Too much weight, however, should not be 
placed on the letter shapes – especially as a sole criterion, and in my analysis I 
take seriously Milne and Skeat’s caveat, which is worth quoting in full: 

In discriminating between the hands … so alike in general appear-
ance, we have found the forms of the individual letters to be the least 
reliable test. Certainly each scribe has his habitual way of shaping 
letters, but each scribe is also capable of deviating therefrom. What 
does not alter is the general effect of his style.26

The ramifications of Milne and Skeat’s astute (and important) observation, 
which actually concerns the identification of the scribes qua copyists, are even 
stronger for the identification of the scribes qua correctors. What can be said 
about the general appearance of our scribes’ script is that Scribe D’s corrections 
tend to reflect his more delicate script; more sloppy corrections, conversely, 
often hint at Scribe A. Above all, the judgement on each correction must always 
be based on all the cumulative evidence available.

Upon examination, the corrections will be tabulated indicating the scribal 
hands that penned them as well as their correction phase. In each case where 
identification is possible, a scribal hand will be indicated. Such presentation 
will provide an overview of the correcting activity; the contribution of each 
scribe can thus be measured and further scrutinized, especially regarding the 
quality and character of the scribe’s correcting profile. Finally, the section deal-
ing with the corrections made toward another Vorlage will indicate which 
scribe (if any) used a different exemplar for the inspection of the manuscript.

25 Parker, Sinaiticus, 51. So also D. Jongkind, “’The Lilies of the Field’ Reconsidered: 
Codex Sinaiticus and the Gospel of Thomas,” NovT 48 (2006) 214.

26 Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 22. See, e.g., n. 85 below for a telling 
example.
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2. Examination of S1 Corrections

Drawing on our observations from the previous section, we shall examine 
the corrections with four main objectives: (1) to identify, where applicable, the 
scribal error that triggered the correction; (2) to assign the scribe who made the 
correction; (3) to determine at what point the correction was executed; (4) to 
detect, where applicable, the presence of another Vorlage. Especially important 
for the present study is the identification of scribal errors; understanding the 
nature of error helps us to understand the scribe’s interpretation thereof, which 
was reflected in the correction he produced.27 

2.1. Commentary

2.1.1. Mark 1:1 (Q.76-f.2v-c.1-l.2)28

ℵ*: αρχη του ευαγγελιου ιυ̅ χυ̅ (Θ 28 l2211 sams Or)29

ℵ1: αρχη του ευαγγελιου ιυ̅ χυ̅ υυ̅ θυ̅ (B D L W Γ latt sy co Irlat)
Codex Sinaiticus plays a primary role in the discussion of this problematic 

passage,30 as it is our earliest continuous Greek witness to the shorter reading. 
However, there is an early correction in Sinaiticus, which brings the reading 
into harmony with that of Vaticanus and its allies. One might envisage two 
basic raisons d’être of this correction. First, Scribe A may have omitted υυ̅ 
θυ̅ accidentally due to homoioteleuton. Then, using the same exemplar, either 
he or Scribe D corrected this omission. Second, Scribe A may also have copied 
the text of his exemplar faithfully, but either he or Scribe D subsequently cor-
rected the reading toward another Vorlage with the longer reading. 

The first position has been most recently (and most thoroughly) advo-
cated by Tommy Wasserman.31 Since Wasserman’s discussion is part and parcel 
of his larger argument for the priority of the longer reading and is essentially 
built as a response to the most recent proponents of the shorter reading (mainly 

27 See, e.g., A. Diller, “Incipient Errors in Manuscripts,” TAPA 67 (1936) 233.
28 Each correction is identified by scripture reference and its manuscript location: 

Quire-folio-column-line, following the Codex Sinaiticus Project. Furthermore, I follow 
Royse in using lunate sigmas.

29 For our purposes, the evidence I list in support of the readings discussed comes 
from NA28 (K. Aland, B. Aland, J. Karavidopulos, C.M. Martini, and B. Metzger, Novum 
Testamentum Graece, 28th ed. [Stuttgart 2012]), unless otherwise noted.

30 See T. Wasserman, “The ‘Son of God’ Was in the Beginning (Mark 1:1),” JTS 62 
(2011) 20, n. 1, and references there.

31 Before him C.H. Turner, “A Textual Commentary on Mark 1,” JTS 28 (1927) 150; 
A. Globe, “The Caesarean Omission of the Phrase ‘Son Of God’ in Mark 1:1,” HTR 75 
(1982) 216-217.
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Peter Head and Bart Ehrman), it will be useful to outline their position first.32 
First of all, Head observes that due to the unlikelihood of the omission of the 
unabbreviated υιου θεου, the main argument has been that the nomina sacra 
were accidentally omitted due to homoioteleuton.33 Head deems this unlikely, 
since the nomina sacra functioned precisely to “draw attention to and protect 
the highlighted terms.”34 In other words, these abbreviations were not the most 
likely elements to be dropped accidentally. Second, both Head and Ehrman 
doubt that such an omission would have occurred in the opening verse of 
a biblical book.35 Head contends that the scribe would, upon completion of 
the transcription of one Gospel, probably take a break in order to “begin the 
transcription of a new Gospel in as alert a state as he will ever be in.”36 In addi-
tion, Heinrich Greeven points out that it is improbable that an eye slip due to 
homoioteleuton would have caused omission of two nomina sacra, as such a 
leap is more frequent when the sequence of the same letters is repeated after a 
greater distance and not in such proximity as in Mark 1:1. Greeven also notes 
that an unusual sequence of eight letters with a horizontal overline would 
attract special attention of the scribe and actually operate against accidental 
omission.37

32 Like Ehrman and Head, Wasserman is primarily concerned with the originality of 
the longer reading, yet he thoroughly discusses the evidence of Sinaiticus (and other 
witnesses) to address Head’s and Ehrman’s general argument.

33 So also B.M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (1st 
ed.: London and New York 1971; 2nd ed.: London and New York 1994) 62. Metzger, 
however, also ponders a possibility of reverential expansion.

34 P.M. Head, “A Text-Critical Study of Mark 1.1: ‘The Beginning of the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ,’” NTS 37 (1991) 628. On the nomina sacra in Sinaiticus, see Jongkind, 
Scribal Habits, 62-84. For more recent general studies, see L. Hurtado, The Earliest 
Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand Rapids 2006) 95-134; 
C.M. Tuckett, “‘Nomina Sacra’: Yes and No?,” in The Biblical Canons, ed. J.-M. Auwers 
and H.J. de Jonge (Leuven 2003) 431-458.

35 Head, “A Text-Critical Study,” 629; B.D. Ehrman, “The Text of Mark in the Hands of 
the Orthodox,” LQ 5 (1991) 151-152; B.D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scrip-
ture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament 
(New York and Oxford 1993) 73-74; J. Slomp, “Are the Words ‘Son of God’ in Mark 1.1 
Original?,” BT 28 (1977) 148; A.Y. Collins, Mark: A Commentary (Minneapolis 2007) 
130. However, A.Y. Collins, “Establishing the Text: Mark 1:1,” in Text and Contexts: 
The Function of Biblical Texts in their Textual and Situational Contexts, ed. T. Fornberg 
and D. Hellholm (Oslo 1995) 116-117, admits a possibility of accidental omission in 
Sinaiticus.

36 Head, “A Text-Critical Study,” 629. So also Ehrman, “The Text of Mark,” 151-152.
37 H. Greeven and E. Güting, Textkritik des Markusevangeliums (Münster 2003) 42.
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Wasserman addresses issues raised by both Head and Ehrman. First, he 
asserts that a series of genitives endings in ου or a series of four nomina sacra 
could have ”easily lead to an oversight due to homoioteleuton.”38 Therefore, the 
correction of Mark 1:1 in Sinaiticus might actually be the earliest evidence of 
such an omission in the opening of Mark, since “the original scribe of Sinaiticus 
attests to similar omissions elsewhere, whether corrected or not.”39 Wasserman 
also mentions several other manuscripts where this kind of omission took 
place and was subsequently corrected, and this could therefore be taken as 
analogous to what had taken place independently in Sinaiticus.40 It needs to be 
noted that Wasserman’s (otherwise very convincing) analysis primarily aims to 
demonstrate that the manuscript tradition does, in fact, demonstrate acciden-
tal omission in book openings, including that of Mark’s Gospel. Sinaiticus is, of 
course, taken as a prime (and genealogically most important) example of this 
phenomenon. In a footnote, Wasserman gives six specific examples of “similar 
omissions,” which occur elsewhere in Sinaiticus (Matt 6:33; Acts 28:3; Col 2:2; 
Heb 12:2; Rev 12:14, 22:1), cautiously noting that one “cannot be sure that the 
exemplar included the omitted words in all of these specific cases.”41  Only the 
last three examples, however, are singular42 omissions that can be identified as 
scribal errors with relative certainty.43 Furthermore, it is not clear to me what 
is meant by “similar omissions.” If similarity should mean omission of a nomen 
sacrum due to homoioteleuton, then, strictly speaking, only Heb 12:2 is a valid 
parallel, though that might perhaps be too narrow a criterion. For instance, 

38 Wasserman, “The Son of God,” 45.
39 Wasserman, “The Son of God,” 45.
40 Wasserman, “The Son of God,” 46. Especially noteworthy is 28 (also discussed in 

Globe, “The Caesarean Omission,” 216-217, and Collins, “Establishing the Text,” 116), 
whose original scribe had initially written χυ̅ which he subsequently corrected to ιυ̅ χυ ̅.

41 Wasserman, “The Son of God,” 45, n. 117.
42 For our purposes, I call those readings singular, which are not supported by any 

continuous Greek witness displayed in NA28, UBS4 (B. Aland, K. Aland, J. Karavidopu-
los, C.M. Martini, and B. Metzger, The Greek New Testament, 4th ed., 2nd printing [New 
York, London, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, and Stuttgart 1994]), Swanson (R. Swanson, 
New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Mark: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal 
Lines against Codex Vaticanus [Pasadena 1995]), Tischendorf (C. Tischendorf, Novum 
Testamentum Graece, 8th ed. (Leipzig 1869-1872]), and Aland’s Synopsis (K. Aland, Syn-
opsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, 14th ed. [Stuttgart 1995]). I also consulted the list of sin-
gulars in P.M. Head, “The Gospel of Mark in Codex Sinaiticus: Textual and Reception-
Historical Considerations,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 13 (2008) 24-48. 
Note that I follow Royse and Colwell in excluding itacisms from the list of singulars.

43 Sinaiticus agrees with Vaticanus in Matt 6:33, which makes an accidental omission 
there a less likely option. 
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Rev 12:14 and 22:1 omit του, a verbum minus – one the most frequently omit-
ted elements in the copying process.44 It is noteworthy, however, that omission 
of nomina sacra by themselves (that is, when they are not a part of a larger 
omission) is not very frequent in Scribe A’s work.45  Moreover, whereas Was-
serman makes a good case for accidental omission in book openings of several 
other manuscripts, he does not demonstrate the prevalence of such tendency 
in Sinaiticus. The following table shows singular errors in opening verses of 
biblical books in Sinaiticus:46

Ref. ℵ* ℵc Vorlage

1 Macc 1:1 ειc εκ (i.s.) εκ

Jer 1:1 κατοικηcει κατωκει (Cb3) κατωκει 

Luke 1:1 επεχειληcαν επεχειρηcαν (i.s.) επεχειρηcαν

1 Cor 1:1 αυ ιυ̅ (i.s.) ιυ̅

44 See Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 151-152, 179-182, 208-209, 228, 246, 248, and 291.
45 See, e.g., the data set of singular omissions (1 Chronicles [intruded leaves], Psalms, 

Luke, Paul [Romans, Colossians, 1-2 Thessalonians, Hebrews]) documented in Jong-
kind, Scribal Habits, 151-152, 157-158, 176-177, 180-182, 199-200, 206-207, 208-209, 
217-218, 227-228, and 237-238. However, I do not follow Jongkind’s practice of subdi-
viding omissions of verba minora, scribal leaps, and the remaining omissions (of “words 
and clauses”) in the separate categories for the statistical evaluation. For instance, a no-
men sacrum could, too, be potentially considered a verbum minus, especially so if it be 
one of the main four consistently contracted ones (ιc̅, θc̅, κc̅, χc̅), which would have been 
in the scribe’s exemplar. Moreover, a nomen sacrum could have also been omitted due 
to a leap. Considering these problems, all the omissions were counted together when 
statistically evaluating the omission of nomina sacra. As noted above, I do not count 
the nomina sacra, which were a part of larger omissions (except for Rom 1:8, i.e. δια 
ιυ̅ χυ̅), where they did not play any role in the scribal error. Incidentally, in Jongkind’s 
classification harmonizations are not “orthogonal” (to use Royse’s term) to additions, 
omissions, substitutions, and transpositions (as they are in Royse, Scribal Habits, 95), 
which could distort the statistics by excluding those omissions that constitute certain 
harmonized readings.

The total proportion of omitted nomina sacra out of the total of singular omissions 
in respective samples surveyed by Jongkind is as follows: 1 Chronicles: 1/19 (5.3%); 
Psalms: 1/50 (2%); Paul: 1/34 (2.9%); Luke: 2/27 (7.4%). The total ratio in Jongkind’s 
data set is 5/130 (3.8%). Although these results are not absolute, as they are not gleaned 
from every portion of the manuscript penned by Scribe A, their extensive nature and 
diversity makes them sufficiently indicative of broader patterns of Scribe A’s work.

46 The siglum i.s. indicates the corrections made in scribendo. Otherwise, all correc-
tions are assigned according to the Sinaiticus website.



218 Peter Malik

Ref. ℵ* ℵc Vorlage

Gal 1:1 αυτων αυτον (i.s.) αυτον

2 Thess 1:1 θω̅ και πατρι θω̅ πατρι (i.s.?) θω̅ πατρι

Heb 1:1 “unreadable ραcιν” πατραcιν (i.s.) πατραcιν

1 Tim 1:1 επαγγελιαν – επιταγην (?)

2 Tim 1:1 επαγγελιαc – επαγγελιαν 

1 Pet 1:1 εκλεκτοιc και 
παρεπιδημοιc

εκλεκτοιc 
παρεπιδημοιc (corr.)

εκλεκτοιc 
παρεπιδημοιc

Rev 1:1 αγιοιc δουλοιc (Ca) δουλοιc

Clearly, the scribes of Sinaiticus were not entirely free from error in open-
ing lines. Yet, these errors betray notable common characteristics. Six out of 
eleven errors are mere eye slips, which were caught immediately and corrected 
in scribendo. Scribe A erred twice in adding a superfluous και, the first of 
which he probably corrected in scribendo. All the remaining blunders are sub-
stitutions. Only in one case is there a nomen sacrum affected (orthographical 
blunder), and even that was rectified immediately. Significantly, none of these 
is an error of omission.

In my view, therefore, the sentiment expressed by Head and Ehrman 
seems to align with the data of Sinaiticus more satisfactorily.47 Scribe A does 
not drop nomina sacra frequently, and, moreover, accidental omission in gen-
eral (let alone the omission of nomina sacra) in the book openings is unattested 
in Sinaiticus. Greeven’s observation that this difficult sequence of eight let-
ters would attract stronger attention from the scribe48 might also corroborate 
Head’s remarks concerning the visual effect of the nomina sacra.49 After all, 

47 However, as Wasserman (“The Son of God,” 45) clearly demonstrated, such omis-
sion did happen in several other manuscripts. Moreover – and here I agree with Was-
serman – an omission of this kind at the earliest stages of the transmission history 
seems very likely.

48 Greeven and Güting, Textkritik, 42. The singular omission of δια ιυ ̅ χυ ̅ in Rom 
1:8, though used in the statistical evaluation in n. 45 above, seems to be of a different 
nature, as it involves another element (δια), and, importantly, it took place at a line 
ending, which is – as shall become clear throughout our discussion – a typical place 
of accidental variation.

49 Head, “A Text-Critical Study,” 628. However, given their occasional omission (as 
noted in n. 45 above), this observation cannot be used as a sole criterion, as it appar-
ently was not always the case.
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the source text need not have included four consecutive nomina sacra. No 
one has hitherto suggested that the scribe’s Vorlage could have also included a 
mixture of contracted and plene forms. One need not go very far for a pertinent 
example, as, for instance, B D W read αρχη του ευαγγελιου ιυ̅ χυ̅ υιου θυ ̅. Had 
the scribe been faced with this particular wording, his attention would have 
been intensified even more considerably. Altogether, our knowledge of scribal 
habits of Sinaiticus renders accidental omission in Mark 1:1 unlikely, albeit it 
might be regarded as a (less likely) possibility.

The lighter ink color in the correction indicates that it was not made in 
scribendo. Palaeographically, it is very difficult to determine its author, although 
the overall neatness of script might speak in favor of Scribe D. A more decisive 
factor, however, is the scribe’s Vorlage. As will be demonstrated, none of Scribe 
A’s corrections evince the use of another exemplar. While it was not infrequent 
for the same scribe to use another exemplar for correction,50 it should not be 
simply assumed. Overall, the cumulative evidence seems to me to favor Scribe 
D, who corrected the work of Scribe A, using another exemplar – a scenario 
which Wasserman deems plausible, too.51 Thus, as it seems, Sinaiticus attests 
to both disputed variant readings.

2.1.2. Mark 1:15 (Q.76-f.2v-c.2-l.34)
ℵ*: om. (c samss  sys; Or)
ℵ1: λεγων (A D Γ pm it samss boms)
This singular omission of λεγων is best viewed as an accidental error.52 

The tendency to omit is a very common trait of the scribes of Sinaiticus, es-

50 See G.D. Fee, “The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Trans-
mission,” NovT 7 (1965) 247-257; Royse, Scribal Habits, 77, n. 40; E.G. Turner, review 
of The Use of Dictation in Ancient Book-Production, by T.C. Skeat, JTS 10 (1959) 150.

51 Wasserman, “The Son of God,” 46: “Nevertheless, it is still possible that the ex-
emplar of Sinaiticus lacked the words, but that the manuscript was corrected against 
a different exemplar in the scriptorium, which would then constitute an independent 
early witness for the long reading.” Wasserman, however, does not assign a specific 
scribe for the correction.

52 On unintentional errors, see K. Junack, “Abschreibpraktiken und Schreiberge-
wohnheiten in ihrer Auswirkung auf die Textüberlieferung,” in New Testament Textual 
Crititism: Its Significance for Exegesis. Essays in Honour of Bruce M. Metzger, ed. E.J. 
Epp and G.D. Fee (Oxford 1981) 288. Junack’s observations draw heavily on A. Dain’s 
analysis of the psychology of the copying process. This particular error is en epitome 
of Dain’s (Les Manuscrits, 3rd ed. [Paris 1975] 37) principal observation: “[l]e labeur 
du copiste offre ceci de singulier qu’il est un travail de l’esprit en même qu’un travail 
de la main.” The language of intentionality, however, is problematic and critics have 
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pecially of scribe A.53 Moreover, λεγων seems in this clause somewhat ple-
onastic, since a verb of speech has already been introduced earlier in the 
sentence:54 κηρυϲϲων το ευαγγελιον του θυ̅ (+ λεγων) οτι κτλ. Secondly, the 
omission took place near the line ending, which is generally a typical venue 
for scribal errors.55 The correction can be safely assigned to the scriptorium 
stage, although any attempt at a closer identification is prevented by the worn 
state of the parchment. It is evident, however, that the ink of the correction 
has a noticeably different tinge than the surrounding text. It is difficult to as-
sign a more definite scribal hand, although it seems that Scribe A rectified this 
blunder during the subsequent review of his work. The corrected reading is 
found in A D Γ pm it samss boms, while B K L W Δ Θ f1.13  28 33 565 579 700 892 
1241 1424 2542 pm lat syp.h bo read και λεγων. Since these two readings differ 
only in the presence or absence of και,56 it cannot be confidently ascertained 
that the scribe’s exemplar contained the shorter reading. 

2.1.3. Mark 1:25 (Q.76-f.2v-c.3-l.47)
ℵ*: om. (A*)
ℵ1: λεγων (rell)
The omission of λεγων here is virtually the same kind as that in v. 15, save 

its singularity – the only other witness being Codex Alexandrinus.57 The verb 

taken different approaches in relation to it. See D. Jongkind, “Singular Readings in 
Sinaiticus: The Possible, the Impossible, and the Nature of Copying,” in Textual Varia-
tion: Theological and Social Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium 
on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, ed. H.A.G. Houghton and D.C. Parker 
(Piscataway 2008) 44-54; Royse, Scribal Habits, 96-97 (especially nn. 104-108), 754-755; 
D.C. Parker, The Living text of the Gospels (Cambridge and New York 1997) 36-38; D.C. 
Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge 
2008) 152-154. 

53 Of course, Scribe B’s quality of work is inferior to that of Scribe A, but B was not 
involved in producing the NT portion of the manuscript, which concerns us here. 
Scribe A’s tendency to omit has been extensively documented by Jongkind. See, e.g., 
Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 169-170, 202-203, 217-218, 223, 237-239, 243-244, and 246.

54 See Greeven and Güting, Textkritik, 69-72. This “harte Asyndese” was in Greeven’s 
view more likely to have occasioned the reading και λεγων and the omission. 

55 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 245; P.M. Head, “Some Observations on Various Features 
of Scribe D in the New Testament of Codex Sinaiticus” (forthcoming), 4. See also Royse, 
Scribal Habits, 437-439, 441, 565, and 569-576.

56 Dain, Les Manuscrits, 45 notes the omission of “petits mots” as one of the com-
monest scribal errors.

57 Greeven and Güting, Textkritik, 84-85 note that both Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus 
exhibit an independently created error. 
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of speech (επετιμηcεν) has already been introduced, and the pleonastic λεγων 
was perhaps accidentally rendered obsolete: επετιμηcεν αυτω ο ιc̅ (+ λεγων) 
φιμωθητι κτλ. To be sure, such omission is very common.58 The recognizably 
different, lighter ink indicates a later correction phase. Because of both the 
wear of the parchment and the brevity of the correction, it is difficult to be 
more specific about the scribe, although its sloppy appearance similar to that 
of the previous correction might hint at Scribe A.59 

2.1.4. Mark 2:22 (Q.76-f.3v-c.1-l.32) 
ℵ*: αλλα οινον νεον ειc αcκουc καινουc (B)
ℵ1: αλλα οινον νεον ειc αcκουc καινουc βλητεον (P88 A C K L Γ Δ Θ f1.13 

28 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 l2211 𝔐 lat syh)
It is uncertain whether this correction emends erroneous omission or 

reflects another Vorlage. While the shorter reading finds support in B, the 
longer one (with βλητεον) is found in all the remaining witnesses except W, 
which reads βαλλουcιν. The situation becomes even more convoluted when we 
take into account the three synoptic parallels as they are found in Sinaiticus:

• Matt 9:17 (ℵ*): αλλ  οινον  νεον  ειc  αcκουc  καινουc  βλητεον   (solus; 
βαλλουcιν rell)

• Mark 2:22 (ℵ*): αλλα οινον νεον ειc αcκουc καινουc (B; add.; βαλλουcιν 
W (e f) sys.p; βλητεον ℵ1 rell)

• Luke 5:38 (ℵ*): αλλα οινον νεον ειc αcκουc καινουc βαλλουcιν (D it syp 
McionA; βαλληται W; βλητεον ℵ1 rell)

Matt 9:17 in Sinaiticus contains the singular βλητεον, while the rest of 
the Greek tradition reads βαλλουcιν (but preceding αλλα οινον κτλ). Since 
synoptic parallels generally provide fertile soil for harmonization, it is not 
surprising that these two forms were confused, especially when one of them 
was used elsewhere.60 The reading βαλλουcιν in Luke 5:38 has a rather scanty 

58 See especially Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 244-246. See also P.M. Head, “Observations 
on Early Papyri of the Synoptic Gospels, especially on the ‘Scribal Habits,’” Bib 71 (1990) 
247; P.M. Head, “The Habits of New Testament Copyists: Singular Readings in the Early 
Fragmentary Papyri of John,” Bib 85 (2004) 407-408; Royse, Scribal Habits, 726-729, 
732-736; P.M. Head, “The Early Text of Mark,” in The Early Text of the New Testament, 
ed. C.E. Hill and M.J. Kruger (Oxford 2012) 119. 

59 If so, the case for Scribe A in v. 15 is corroborated even further, as both corrections 
strongly resemble each other. 

60 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 244 notes that Scribe A often substitutes one form of a 
word for another. So also A.C. Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, its Correctors, and the Cae-
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support. As in the previous case, the substitution most likely arose accidentally, 
in keeping with Scribe A’s prevalent tendencies.61 In this particular instance, the 
error was corrected at the later revision of the manuscript toward the otherwise 
universally attested reading. 62

Although the original reading in Mark 2:22 has prima facie the very weighty 
support of Vaticanus, it is not corroborated by any other Greek witness. Indeed, 
the singular support, even of Vaticanus, in such a highly problematic passage 
requires caution and does not automatically constitute sufficient evidence for 
the omission in Sinaiticus’ Vorlage. Scribe A’s tendency to omit, especially at 
line endings (as here), provides a more natural explanation. Moreover, βλητεον 
has early and diverse support, which only reinforces the plausibility of its ac-
cidental omission. Whereas one could argue that it was the corrector who 
altered the shorter original reading toward the synoptic parallel, such scribal 
behavior is not generally attested amongst the early correctors of Sinaiticus.

Therefore, it does not seem necessary to insist on the use of another ex-
emplar for this particular correction. Scribe A probably corrected the blunder 
during the subsequent review of his work, which is evinced by a notably lighter 
ink color. The somewhat sloppy script, in concert with an unnecessary overline 
for the final nu, indicates the work of Scribe A.63 

2.1.5. Mark 3:28 (Q.76-f.4r-c.1-l.45)
ℵ*: ανοιc  (solus)
ℵ1: υιοιc (rell)
According to the Sinaiticus Project’s reconstruction, the original reading 

is ανοιc των αν̅ω̅ν.64 This striking blunder most likely arose as a conflation of 
υιοιc and αν ̅ω̅ν, which our scribe quickly noticed and erased, perhaps after he 
had completed the phrase and realized its incongruence.65

2.1.6. Mark 3:32 (Q.76-f.4r-c.2-l.17) 
ℵ*: προc αυτον οχλοc (solus)
ℵ1: περι αυτον οχλοc (rell)

sarean text of the Gospels (PhD diss., University of Birmingham 2005) 546.
61 See Jongkind, “Lilies,” 214.
62 Incidentally, the correction at Luke 5:38 is marked with a caret, which Milne and 

Skeat attribute to Scribe A’s corrections. For plates with further examples, see Milne 
and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 43.

63 Scribe D mainly uses this device at line endings. See Head, “Some Observations,” 5.
64 Sinaiticus Project, “Codex Sinaiticus.” Accessed March 14, 2012. http://co-

dexsinaiticus.org/en/manuscript.aspx?dir=next&folioNo=3&lid=en&quireNo=76&si
de=v&zoomSlider=0.

65 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlviii.
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The original reading is not found in any other continuous Greek witness. 
As noted, Scribe A is prone to substitution, and the otherwise natural use of 
προc led him to confuse these prepositions. More detailed characterization 
of the correction seems problematic, since Ca corrector scraped it off, and 
rewrote it above the line – probably because of its substandard legibility. The 
early corrector inserted an epsilon between pi and rho and added an iota above 
the omicron. Notably, a superscript dot is still visible above the final sigma. 
This mode of correcting fits general habits of Scribe A, whose presence has 
been detected in the previous correction on this very page. Without inspecting 
the manuscript itself, it is difficult to adjudge the correction stage, although a 
lighter ink of the superscript dot might point to the later inspection.

2.1.7. Mark 4:19 (Q.74-f.4v-c.1.-l.9) 
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: cυνπνιγουcιν τον λογον (rell)
The phrase cυνπνιγει τον λογον positioned after η απατη του πλουτου is 

found verbatim in Matt 13:22. It may have been the scribe’s prior knowledge 
of the Matthaean version of this well-known parable that led him to trans-
pose and adapt the clause in this particular way. Remarkably, this correction 
resolved the prior mistake only partially: the omitted clause was added, but 
the erroneously transposed construction was not deleted.66 The general ap-
pearance of the script along with the ligature (νπ) indicate the work of Scribe 
A.67 Both the character of the correction and the noticeably different ink color 
evince the later correction stage.68

2.1.8. Mark 4:30 (Q.74-f.4v-c.2-l.17)
ℵ*: om. (rell)
ℵ1: αυτοιc (solus)
It is not certain whether this is a bona fide correction; the entire Greek 

tradition attests to the original reading και ελεγεν κτλ, whereas the “corrected” 
reading with αυτοιc is singular. It is therefore possible that the scribe supplied 
αυτοιc to bring the reading into harmony with the introductory formulae in 

66 Swanson, Mark, 56 does not note this.
67 However, Myshall, Codex Sinaiticus, 266 thinks it was “probably by Scribe D.” On 

the use of ligatures in Sinaiticus, see Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 42-43; and 
especially Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 84-90. 

68 Lake (Plate 2) lists Mark 4.19 as the second example of his A3 correctors, all of 
which but the last one are attributed to Scribe A by Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Cor-
rectors, 43. The same applies to Mark 4:37.



224 Peter Malik

vv. 21, 24, and 35. There is one difficulty with this scenario, however. This 
type of correction is extremely rare in Sinaiticus, and thus a possibility that 
such a harmonization had been present in the corrector’s Vorlage may not be 
excluded. Indeed, this is quite plausible, since the hand of the corrector seems 
different from the one in v. 19 (and v. 37), and so the original scribe may well 
have followed his exemplar faithfully.69 Even if it be the same hand, an omis-
sion could have taken place here – as it often does in Scribe A’s work. At this 
point, I cannot conclusively identify the author of this “correction.” Moreover, 
the evidence is too slim to determine whether the source of correction was 
the scribe’s Vorlage or his tendency to harmonize, although the former seems 
more plausible.

2.1.9. Mark 4:37 (Q.74-f.4v-c.3-l.16)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: ωcτε ηδη γεμιζεcθαι το πλοιον (B C D L Δ 565 1424 vg it co syrp aeth)70

This lengthy omission was most likely occasioned by homoioteleuton (το 
πλοιον … το πλοιον); it may also have been enhanced by the fact that the 
scribe was reaching the line ending and blundered in the process of tracking 
the next portion of text to be copied.71 The somewhat sloppy appearance of 
the script, the ink color virtually identical to that in v. 19, and the use of the 
ligature point conclusively to Scribe A, who made the correction at the later 
review of his work. 

2.1.10. Mark 5:11 (Q.76-f.5r-c.1-l.1)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: ορι (>ορει rell)
The singular omission of ορει occurred at the line ending; the scribe blun-

dered as he paused to re-ink the pen and afterwards proceeded to track the 
text to be copied next.72 The presence of an itacism (ει > ι) in the correction is 

69 Not every singular reading must be a scribal creation. Moreover, the scribes of 
Sinaiticus do not betray signs of autonomous redactional activity during the correction 
process. Cf. Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 201, 231, and 243. 

70 The variation-unit is not listed in NA28 and Aland’s Synopsis only lists the evidence 
for the competing readings. Regarding the evidence listed above, I rely on Tischendorf 
and Swanson.

71 On physical aspects of copying that lead to such errors, see Royse, Scribal Habits, 
98-101.

72 On errors occasioned by re-inking the pen, see P.M. Head and M. Warren, “Re-
inking the Pen: Evidence from P.Oxy. 657 (P13) Concerning Unintentional Scribal 
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a strong indicator of Scribe A.73 From the general appearance and ink color it 
seems possible that the correction was executed in scribendo, probably shortly 
after the omission had taken place. The corrected reading is found in most 
Greek witnesses.

2.1.11. Mark 5:15 (Q.76-f.5r-c.1-l.28)
ℵ*: ηρχοντο (solus)
ℵ1: ερχονται (rell)
The Scribe accidentally substituted the imperfect ηρχοντο for the origi-

nal (typically Marcan) historic present, thus creating a singular reading. Such 
substitution is very natural to make, considering that the imperfect is generally 
the tense of choice in such narrative contexts,74 and that Scribe A in any case 
tends to substitute.75 The wear of the parchment and Ca’s reinforcement of 
the original correction hinder more precise identification of the hand and the 
correction stage, but the letter formation resembles the work of Scribe A. The 
correction reverts the reading to the one with virtually universal attestation.

2.1.12. Mark 5:27 (Q.76-f.5r-c.3-l.6)
ℵ*: οπιθεν (solus)
ℵ1: οπιcθεν (rell)
Even though this orthographic variation (οπιcθεν > οπιθεν) is singular, 

it is by no means uncommon or a priori erroneous. Generally a poetic form, 
οπιθεν also occurs occasionally in Byzantine documents.76 The corrected form 
is found in the rest of Greek witnesses. The Sinaiticus Project (pace Tischen-
dorf) does not recognize the presence of Ca, who, as it seems, retouched the 

Errors,” NTS 43 (1997) 466-473.
73 On itacisms in Sinaiticus, see Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 90-94. 
74 See S. Runge, Discourse grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Intro-

duction for Teaching and Exegesis (Peabody 2010) 130; A. Rijksbaron, The Syntax and 
Semantics of the Verb in Classical Greek: An Introduction (Chicago 2006) 11-14; H.W. 
Smyth, Greek Grammar, revised by Gordon M. Messing (Cambridge, MA 1956) § 1889-
1891, 1898-1899; BDF, § 327. On the historic present in Mark, see R. Buth, “Mark’s 
Use of the Historic Present,” Notes on Translation 65 (1982) 7-13; R. Decker, Temporal 
Deixis of the Greek Verb in the Gospel of Mark with Reference to Verbal Aspect (New 
York 2001) 101-107.

75 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 244.
76 See F.T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods 

1 (Milan 1976) 130-131. 
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sigma inserted in the scriptorium.77 It is precisely the retouching by Ca, which 
makes it difficult to provide more definitive identification of the early hand. It 
appears, however, that the early layer of ink displays the color akin to that of 
the surrounding text, which might indicate that Scribe A corrected his work 
in scribendo.

2.1.13. Mark 5:33 (Q.76-f.5r-c.3-l.35) 
ℵ*: και (solus)
ℵ1: om. (rell)
The scribe may have been confused by the series of participles, the first two 

of which were coordinated with και: φοβηθιcα και τρεμουcα (+και) ιδυια κτλ. 
This was a natural slip to make, as Greek tends to distribute the copulative και 
in between every coordinated element.78 The deletion is marked by superscript 
dots, which were retouched later by Ca. Despite the obvious difficulty with as-
signing a definite scribal hand and date to dots, several factors suggest Scribe 
A as the most plausible candidate. The first dot (which was not retouched) 
resembles in color the original script. Moreover, all the prior corrections on 
this page had probably also been penned by Scribe A. The corrected reading 
is attested in all other Greek witnesses.

2.1.14. Mark 5:36 (Q.76-f.5r-c.4-l.7)
ℵ*: παρακαυcαc (solus)
ℵ1: παρακουcαc79 (ℵ2b B L W Δ 892* e)
The reading παρακαυcαc is a prime example of Scribe A’s tendency to 

create nonsense words.80 The closest word in the Greek lexicon is παρακαυcιc 
(“burning for light, inflammation”81), which our scribe certainly did not in-
tend to use here. The early corrector placed a dot over the superfluous alpha, 
bringing the passage into conformity with the reading found in B L W Δ 892* 

77 Cf. Sinaiticus Project, “Codex Sinaiticus.” Accessed March 14, 2012. http://co-
dexsinaiticus.org/en/manuscript.aspx?book=34&chapter=5&lid=en&side=r&verse=
27&zoomSlider=0. In contrast, Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlviii, 
recognized Ca, but was hesitant regarding the scriptorium corrector. When the high-
resolution image is sufficiently magnified, it seems clearly visible that the original sigma 
was not retouched perfectly, and so in the middle part of the letter one can see two 
concurrent lines. 

78 Smyth, Greek Grammar, § 2878.
79 Note that NA28 attributes this (corrected) reading to ℵ*.
80 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 244.
81 See LSJ, s.v. παράκαυσις.
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e. A later hand scraped off the alpha as well as the superscript dot. Thus, it 
cannot be ascertained which of the scribes corrected this error and when it 
took place. Such a blunder could have easily been corrected in scribendo just 
as most other corrections on this page, but we have no more specific data to 
sustain this hypothesis. 

2.1.15. Mark 6:4 (Q.76-f.5v-c.1-l.45)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: τοιc cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν (rell)82

Two dative constructions caused the scribe’s sight to leap from the same 
to the same, as he was tracking the text about to be copied at the line ending: 
εν τη πατριδι εαυτου και εν (τοιc cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris- τη πατριδι εαυτου και εν (τοιc cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-τη πατριδι εαυτου και εν (τοιc cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-c cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-υνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-cιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-ιν κ(αι) εν) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-) τη οικια κτλ. Unsurpris-
ingly, this omission is unattested. The angular και-compendium, ligature, and 
overline for the final nu are clear indicators of Scribe A.83 Since the ink of the 
correction is much lighter, it is reasonable to postulate that this correction was 
made during the later inspection of the scribe’s work.

2.1.16. Mark 6:7b-8 (Q.76-f.5v-c.2-l.15)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: εξουcιαν των πνευματων ακαθαρτων κ(αι)παρηγγειλεν αυτοιc (rell)
This particularly long omission is another instance of Scribe A’s leap from 

the same to the same on this folio. When the scribe had completed the sec-
ond last word of the line (αυτοιc), in an attempt to track the text to be copied 
his sight leaped due to homoioteleuton: και εδιδου αυτοιc (+εξουcιαν των 
πνευματων των ακαθαρτων κ(αι)παρηγγειλεν αυτοιc) ϊνα μηδεν αρωcιν κτλ. 
The pause in writing may also have been occasioned by re-inking the pen, as 
the ink color after the omission changes significantly.84 The main difficulty with 
identification is caused by the later Cb2 corrector, who attempted to expunge 
it (probably due to its unsatisfactory legibility), and rewrote it in the upper 
margin. It is hard to provide a more definite identification without inspecting 
the manuscript itself under a UV lamp.85 There is one notable feature, however, 

82 Incidentally, Swanson erroneously lists Sinaiticus’ corrected reading as containing 
αυτου. 

83 So Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 272. By the way, Lake (Plate 2) lists Mark 6:4 as the 
fifth specimen of his A2 correctors; this correction is attributed to Scribe A by Milne 
and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 43.

84 See Head and Warren, “Re-inking,” 466-473.
85 Unfortunately, from the high-resolution images at my disposal I cannot discern 

any palaeographical hallmarks of respective scribes in the scraped area, especially the 



228 Peter Malik

that may shed more light on the origin of this correction, namely the plene 
form of πνευματων. Head’s study demonstrates a consistent use of the ab-
breviated form of πνευμα in Mark of Sinaiticus, most of which was copied by 
Scribe A.86 Moreover, within the representative sample surveyed by Jongkind 
(4 Maccabees, Psalms, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Paul), Scribe A abbreviates 
every occurrence of πνευμα – including, as is the case here, unclean spirits.87 
Jongkind also notes that Scribe D is slightly more cautious in his deployment 
of the nomina sacra, which may be observed from the way he treats the term 
κυριοc.88 Importantly, D is the only one to have rendered πνευμα plene. There-
fore, the plene form of πνευμα likely points to Scribe D.

2.1.17. Mark 6:12 (Q.76-f.5v-c.2-l.43) 
ℵ*: αυτοιc (solus)
ℵ1: om. (rell)
The addition of αυτοιc is singular, and was probably caused by a back- αυτοιc is singular, and was probably caused by a back-c is singular, and was probably caused by a back-

ward leap, as the scribe was finishing the line; the scribe leaped backed to 
μαρτυριον αυτοιc, but corrected himself in scribendo – an observation re-
inforced by the ink color of the superscript dots, which is suspiciously like 
that of the original text. 89 Another (though probably less likely) possibility is 
that it also seemed natural to the scribe to add the pronoun αυτοιc after the 
verb of speech (εκηρυξαν), making the direct object (i.e. the addressees of the 
kerygma) somewhat more explicit in the sentence.

2.1.18. Mark 6:16 (Q.76-f.5v-c.3-l.20) 
ℵ*: ουτοc ιωαννηc (solus)
ℵ1: ιωαννην α/ουτοc (> ουτοc ℵ2 B L W Δ 892* co)

shape of the και-compendium, which is the most telling criterion. The same goes with 
regard to the scribes’ characteristic letter shapes such as Scribe D’s ornate xi or pecu-
liar kappa. It needs to be noted, however, that letter shapes in themselves are not the 
decisive criterion (especially in corrections), as noted above and stated in Milne and 
Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 22.

86 Head, “Mark,” 16.
87 In any case, nomina sacra are quite often used irregularly in manuscripts and need 

not necessarily betray any theological or exegetical sensitivity on the part of scribes. 
See, e.g., Royse, Scribal Habits, 650, n. 182, and references there.

88 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 80-81. However, Jongkind also observes that κυριοc is the 
only term for which Scribe D employs the nomen sacrum consistently. 

89 The use of superscript dots rather than scraping may evince that the scribe realized 
his error after completing the word. In fact Scribe A often marks deletion in this way, 
as noted in Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 201.



 The Earliest Corrections in Codex Sinaiticus 229

The original reading betrays a rather complex scribal error. As the scribe 
was beginning to copy the next line, instead of ιωαννην he erroneously first 
copied ουτοc, which had originally been second in order in his Vorlage. When 
he proceeded to write ιωαννην, however, he naturally adapted its grammatical 
form to nominative and wrote ιωαννηc instead, so as not to create a syntacti-
cally nonsensical phrase.  The wording of Matthaean parallel could also have 
contributed to the error. 

Even more complex is the nature of the correction, revisited by Ca some 
two centuries later. Both Tischendorf and the Sinaiticus Project provide the 
following reconstruction:90

S1: ουτοc ιωαννηc αυτοc
Ca: ιωαννην ουτοc

This reconstruction is not without problems, however. In fact, a closer 
look at the high-resolution image reveals that Ca only retouched the already 
existing superscript dots over ουτοc, which means that the scriptorium correc-
tor did spot the wrong placement of the pronoun. What is more, Ca frequently 
uses more than one dot per letter to indicate deletion – unlike the earliest cor-
rectors, who consistently use one.91 

It is much more difficult to provide an adequate explanation for the second 
part of the correction, namely ο/αυτοc. As noted, both Tischendorf and the 
Sinaiticus Project indicate that the earliest corrector added αυτοc, which Ca 
later changed to ουτοc. Ca also obelized the final sigma of ιωαννηc and added 
a nu to restore its original accusative form. Yet it appears that the reddish ink 
of Ca does not comprise entire letters, but there is an earlier layer beneath with 
the same ink color as that of the early correction in both the final nu above 
ιωαννηc and the omicron above αυτοc.

As it seems, the early corrector may have changed ιωαννηc to its appropri-
ate accusative form and, as he continued, he erroneously wrote αυτοc,92 but 
then amended it to the standard reading ουτοc, attested in B L W Δ 892 co. 

90 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlviii; Sinaiticus Project, “Codex 
Sinaiticus.” Accessed February 14, 2012. http://codexsinaiticus.org/en/manuscript.asp
x?book=34&chapter=6&lid=en&side=r&zoomSlider=0.

91 See Figure 15 in Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 46. Also stated in Jong-
kind, Scribal Habits, 252.

92 Or, perhaps, αυτοc stood in the corrector’s Vorlage as a correction or a reader’s 
note, resulting in this convoluted reading. Another, though much less likely, scenario 
is that the corrector introduced αυτοc under the influence of the Matthaean parallel 
(Matt 14:2), which contains it. The wording of Matt 14:2, however, does not seem close 
enough to have occasioned this error.
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The work of Ca can thus be seen as a mere attempt to clarify the work of his 
predecessor. Finally, the general appearance of the script closely resembles that 
of the correction in v. 4 on this page, which I ascribe to Scribe A.

2.1.19. Mark 7:15 (Q.76-f.6v-c.2-l.40)
ℵ*: κοιναυντα (solus)
ℵ1: κοινουντα (rell)
Scribe A’s vice of creating nonsense words is clearly reflected in the singu-

lar reading κοιναυντα. The early corrector placed the omicron over the alpha to 
mark the substitution of the misplaced letter.93 A later hand erased the original 
correction and placed the omicron over the erasure. As a result, the original 
correction is practically invisible, which makes any adequate identification 
difficult.94 

2.1.20. Mark 7:28 (Q.76-f.6v-c.4-l.26) 
ℵ*: αποτατω (solus)
ℵ1: υποκατω (rell)
The nonsensical reading αποτατω is probably a conflation of υποκατω and 

απο. The scribe looked ahead as he was about to finish the line and erroneously 
began copying αποτ, as this precise sequence of letters (απο τ…) is found later 
in our sentence: υποκατω τηc τραπεζηc εcθιουcιν απο των κτλ. In fact, perhaps 
the scribe never even completed the nonsense reading αποτατω, as he may have 
realized his error right after writing the tau. The correction probably originated 
in two stages. The original scribe expunged the upper horizontal stroke of tau 
and made it into a kappa, having realized the nonsense reading he had created. 
The ink color, the thickness of strokes, and also the general appearance of the 
letter resemble very closely the original, surrounding text.95 Scribe A likely left 
this reading as it was, possibly because he did not realize any other problem 
with what he had just made into a lexically correct reading (“from below”96). 
It is difficult to assign a hand for the second stage of the correction, although 

93 There is no indication of obelization or superscript dot; the superlinear letter likely 
seemed sufficient to indicate the substitution. This also applies to Mark 6:16.

94 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix cautiously assigns the correction 
to the prima manus, and attributes the second stage of this correction to the C-group. 
Cf. Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 278 who disagrees with Tischendorf ’s reconstruction.

95 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix. Moreover, the shape 
of kappa deployed in the correction differs from D’s typical kappas, as their diagonal 
strokes tend to coincide at a slightly upper position.

96 See LSJ, s.v. ὑποκάτω.
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the sloppiness of the script, again, seems to favor Scribe A, who realized the 
error as he was inspecting the folio.

2.1.21. Mark 8:5 (Q.76-f.7r-c.2-l.19)
ℵ*: [ . . . ]τουc (solus?)
ℵ1: αρτουc (rell)
Since the correction was written over a scraped area, it is practically im-

possible to recover the original wording. Since the ink color and the appear-
ance of the script are of the same nature as the surrounding text, the correction 
was doubtless made in scribendo. As the corrected letters were inserted into a 
too narrow space despite plenty of room at the line ending, at least the tau (if 
not the entire word) must have been written before the correction took place. 
Unfortunately, no more specific reconstruction of the original letter(s) can be 
provided, except that the confined scraped area would likely allow for a single 
letter, perhaps an omicron, occasioned by a backward leap: ποcουc οτουc.

2.1.22. Mark 8:6 (Q.76-f.7r-c.2-l.24) 
ℵ*: ε (solus)
ℵ1: om. (rell)
The scribe began writing επτα; having written the initial epsilon, he re-

sorted to a numerical abbreviation instead. This is noteworthy, as it shows that 
the exemplar probably contained the numeral written plene. Our scribe may 
have dismissed the plene form to save space, so that both the numeral and 
αρτουc might fit in the same line. The deletion was revisited by Ca, who obe-
lized the already scraped off (but evidently still visible) epsilon, and retouched 
the superline above the abbreviation as well as the upper horizontal stroke of 
the zeta. The scraping probably was not the first modus operandi of the correc-
tion; there still appear to be traces of the superscript dot, a deletion sign most 
frequently applied by Scribe A.97 Thus, the correction may have been executed 
in three discernible stages. First, Scribe A marked the deletion in scribendo. 
Afterward, the same scribe (or Scribe D) expunged the letter altogether during 
the subsequent inspection, as it still appeared confusing to the reader. Finally, 
Ca obelized it, and reinforced the abbreviation.

2.1.23. Mark 8:7 (Q.76-f.7r-c.2-l.32)

97 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix also notes the previous deletion 
sign, but, surprisingly, he wrongly identifies the erased letter: “c erasum iamque antea 
notatum.” Also noted in Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 281.
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ℵ*: παραθηκεν (solus)
ℵ1: ειπεν κ(αι)ταυτα παρατιθηναι (B L Δ 892 l2211 bo)
As the scribe was tracking the text to be copied at the end of the line, 

he probably leaped backwards, confused by an aorist indicative (though plu-
ral) form in v. 6: και παρεθηκαν τω οχλω … ευλογηcαc αυτα παρεθηκεν (+ 
ειπεν κ(αι) αυτα παρατιθηναι) κτλ. An angular και-compendium, general 
appearance of the script, and the overall untidiness of the correction make a 
decisive case for the work of Scribe A. The ink color is very similar to that of 
the corrected text, which means that the correction was made in scribendo. This 
being the case, Sinaiticus agrees with B L Δ 892 l2211 bo against the majority 
of the Greek witnesses.

2.1.24. Mark 8:18 (Q.76-f.7r-c.3-l.38)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: κ(αι) (rell)
Omission of και in this “poetic” line is best understood as a parablepsis 

at the line ending: οφθαλμουc εχοντεc ου βλεπεται (+ κ(αι)) ωτα εχοντεc ουκ 
ακουετε κτλ. An angular και-compendium is a sufficient indicator of Scribe 
A;98 a noticeably lighter ink and a differently sharpened pen point to the later 
stage. 

2.1.25. Mark 8:27 (Q.76-f.7r-c.4-l.45)
ℵ*: αυτουc (solus)
ℵ1: αυτοιc (rell)
The syntactically erroneous accusative form αυτουc was most likely in-

troduced by a backward leap due to homoioteleuton: τουc  μαθηταc αυτου 
λεγων αυτουc (>αυτοιc) κτλ. Th e correct form was substituted by erasing up-c) κτλ. The correct form was substituted by erasing up-
per strokes of the upsilon. Tischendorf cautiously identifies the corrector as the 
prima manus, which seems reasonable.99 

2.1.26. Mark 9:7 (Q.76-f.7v-c.3-l.31)
ℵ*: om. (B C D L W Θ Ψ 0131 f1 33 565 579 892 1241 l844 lat)
ℵ1: εν ω ηυδοκηcα (Δ 983)
The original, shorter reading is very widely attested, whereas the longer 

reading, which may have initially originated as a harmonization to the Mat-
thaean parallel, is only found in Δ 983 – and even then only partially, as the 

98 So also Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 283.
99 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix. 
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reading of Δ omits ακουετε αυτου. There are three plausible scenarios that 
come to mind regarding the origin of this error. First, the longer reading could 
have been accidentally omitted and subsequently recovered. Second, the cor-
rector could have simply harmonized the reading toward the Matthaean paral-
lel. Third, the corrector could have used another Vorlage. While all of the above 
are possible, our knowledge of Scribe A’s tendencies seems to favor the first 
option. When the scribe was tracking the text he was about to copy, his eyes 
slipped one phrase further. The ink color of the correction seems highly similar 
to that of the original text, which signals that we may be dealing with a scribal 
error that was subsequently emended, perhaps after the scribe had completed 
the sentence.100 Or, perhaps, the scribe copied the reading of his Vorlage ac-
curately, but the Vorlage may have contained a correction or a reader’s note 
that led him to introduce the corrected reading as well. 

2.1.27. Mark 9:9 (Q.76-f.7v-c.3-l.43)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: ει μη (rell)
This omission was probably occasioned by homoioarcton; the scribe 

confused ειδον with ει μη, thus skipping over the word. This correction was 
probably made at the subsequent review of the folio by Scribe A, which is 
evidenced by the sloppy appearance of the script, a differently sharpened pen, 
and noticeably lighter ink.

2.1.28. Mark 9:36 (Q.76-f.8r-c.3-l.25)
ℵ*: ειπεναγκαλιcαμενοc (solus)
ℵ1: εναγκαλιcαμενοc (rell)
The nonsensical reading ειπεναγκαλιcαμενοc is a conflation of ειπεν and 

εναγκαλιcαμενοc ειπεναγκαλιcαμενοc (> εναγκαλιcαμενοc) αυτο ειπεν κτλ. It 
is difficult to determine who made the correction and when, as Ca retouched 
the original superscript dots. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to conjecture that 
the correction was made in scribendo.101 The remains of the original ink be-
neath Ca’s dots resemble in color the original script. Moreover, the superscript 
dot over the second epsilon may well signify that the scribe realized his error 

100 Notably, toward the end of the sentence the ink becomes gradually lighter. I would 
postulate that the scribe stopped to re-ink his pen after he had completed the sentence; 
only then did he continue transcribing the next paragraph (και εξαπινα κτλ.). It fol-
lows that if the correction took place at this stage, it may have been before the actual 
re-inking, as its ink color is recognizably lighter than that of the following paragraph. 

101 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix.
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after having written this very letter. If so, the scribe first marked the four mis-
placed letters with dots, and then, having tracked the omitted phrase, ended 
up using the initial epsilon for εναγκαλιcαμενοc. 

2.1.29. Mark 9:50 (Q.76-f.8v-c.1-l.16)
ℵ*: ιρηνευετε (> ειρηνευετε rell)
ℵ1: ειρηνευετε (rell)
Itacisms are hardly ever corrected in Sinaiticus, which makes this one 

(ιρηνευτε) fairly unusual. The correction was probably made later, as the ink 
appears to be somewhat lighter. Inasmuch this correction comprises only in-
sertion of a single letter, it is almost impossible to assign a specific scribe. Scribe 
D’s higher sensitivity to orthography may indicate his presence, but then one 
might ask why he would ignore virtually all other itacisms. Thankfully, this is 
not a unit of significant variation,102 and it is thus irrelevant whether one or 
two Vorlagen were employed, as the witness of Sinaiticus at this point remains 
unaffected.

2.1.30. Mark 10:10 (Q.76-f.8v-c.2-l.16)
ℵ*: αυτοιϲ̣̣ (solus)
ℵ1: αυτον (rell)
According to the Sinaiticus Project’s reconstruction, Scribe A wrote the 

syntactically nonsensical αυτοιc instead of αυτον.103 The scribe possibly blun-
dered as a result of a forward leap, since the following text contains the dative 
plural form, which was mistakenly employed here. The correction was made 
in scribendo, as it exhibits the same ink color and the general appearance as 
the original text.

2.1.31. Mark 10:19 (Q.76-f.8v-c.3-l.15)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: μη μοιχευcηc (B C Δ Ψ 0274 579 892 l844 l2211 aur c sys co)
The list of elements beginning with the same letters generally provides 

an opportunity for omission due to homoioarcton, which is indisputably the 
case here: μη φονευcηc (+ μη μοιχευcηc) μη κλεψηc κτλ. The Sinaiticus Project 

102 See especially E.J. Epp, “Toward the Clarification of the Term ‘Textual Variant,’” 
in Studies in New Testament Language and Text, ed. J.K. Elliott (Leiden 1976) 153-173.

103 Sinaiticus Project, “Codex Sinaiticus.” Accessed February 14, 2012. http://co-
dexsinaiticus.org/en/manuscript.aspx?book=34&chapter=10&lid=en&side=r&zoom
Slider=0.
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identifies the corrector as Scribe A.104 This seems plausible, especially due to 
the ligature and the generally similar script. The recognizably lighter ink seems 
to evince the later inspection of the page. 

2.1.32. Mark 10:30 (Q.76-f.8v-c.4-l.44)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: οικιαc κ(αι)αδελφουc κ(αι)αδελφαc κ(αι)μητερα κ(αι)τεκνα (solus)
The line endings are an opportune venue for accidental omission, as is the 

case here. When the scribe had finished the line, and was tracking the text he 
would copy, he looked ahead and continued with the phrase και εν τω αιωνι τω 
ερχομενω κτλ. The initial και of this phrase may have added to the confusion, 
as the long list of items that followed was conjoined with a chain of several 
καιs. Although the error was caused by parablepsis, the resultant reading was 
meaningful (indeed smoother!) and so it did not immediately strike the scribe 
as erroneous.105 

Homoioarcton had likely misled the scribe to leave the correction incom-
plete, thus creating a singular reading. Whereas a possibility of the Vorlage with 
this singular reading cannot be entirely excluded, it can be explained more 
satisfactorily by the known tendencies of the scribe, who was generally prone to 
accidental omission. The four angular και-compendia in the correction point 
decisively to Scribe A;106 the ink color of the lengthy correction placed in the 
lower margin indicates a later inspection of the manuscript. 

2.1.33. Mark 11:2 (Q.77-f.1r-c.4-l.7)
ℵ*: εκαθιc[ . . . ] (solus?)
ℵ1: εκαθιcεν (B C L Δ Θ Ψ 565 579 700 892 1241 1424; Or)
Since a part of the original reading was erased, it is impossible to iden-

tify the initial error. Neither Tischendorf nor the Sinaiticus Project provides 
a reconstruction of the original reading, and at this point I cannot either. At 
any rate, the scribe must have committed a serious blunder in the space of ap-
proximately three letters, so that he expunged it and inserted the correct ones. 

104 Sinaiticus Project, “Codex Sinaiticus.” Accessed February 14, 2012. http://co-
dexsinaiticus.org./en/manuscript.aspx?book=34&chapter=10&lid=en&side=r&zoom
Slider=0. 

105 Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 557, asserts that “the two parallels could be influencing 
ℵ*’s omission, or equally, the scribe is trying to make sense of the text at this point.” It 
seems to me, however, that Scribe A’s tendency to omit due to parablepsis offers a more 
plausible explanation.

106 Also (albeit more cautiously) postulated in Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 293. 
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The same ink color and appearance of the hand imply that the correction took 
place in scribendo.

2.1.34. Mark 11:12 (Q.77-f.1v-c.1-l.14)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: επιναcεν (> επειναcεν rell)
The scribe omitted the verb επειναcεν, creating a singular reading. It is 

noteworthy that the supralinear correction contains an itacism (ει > ι), a typi-ralinear correction contains an itacism (ει > ι), a typi-
cal orthographical vice of Scribe A.107 Moreover, the correction’s ink color and 
sharpening of the pen closely resemble that of the surrounding text, which, in 
concert with the itacism, indicates the work of Scribe A, who probably rectified 
his error shortly after it was committed.

2.1.35. Mark 12:5 (Q.77-f.1v-c.4-l.33)
ℵ*: ολλουc (solus)
ℵ1: αλλουc (rell)
Homoioteleuton played a major role in creating the nonsensical word 

ολλουc, since both words in apposition end with the same five letters in the 
same sequence: πολλουc αλλουc. Since the correction was retouched by Ca, 
it is rather difficult to determine who penned the superscript alpha and when. 
Yet, there are still the remains of the ink of very similar tinge to that of the 
original text, which may indicate the work of the prima manus.108 

2.1.36. Mark 12:20a (Q.77-f.2r-c.2-l.34) 
ℵ*: om. (Α Β C*.c Κ L U W Y Γ Δ Π Ψ f1. 2 33 1424)109

ℵ1: παρ ημιν (Θ f13 1 13 28 61 69 565 700 1071 2542 syhmg bo (D it))
The original, shorter reading is very well attested, whereas the corrected 

reading with παρ ημιν has somewhat more scanty early support, and its af-
finity with Matt 22:25 in any case reflects a general harmonizing tendency 
in the transmission history of the Gospels. Although this passage could have 

107 So also Myshrall, Codex Sinaiticus, 298. On itacisms in Sinaiticus, see further 
Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 91-94, especially 94.

108 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum,  xlix: “α pro ο ipse scriptor 
videtur notasse.”

109 NA28 does not provide a critical apparatus for this variation-unit. The evidence 
listed comes from Swanson, Aland’s Synopsis, and Tischendorf. Regarding versional 
support, I rely on the references in Aland’s Synopsis, which unfortunately does not list 
the evidence for the original reading.
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been corrected against another exemplar (as elsewhere in the manuscript110), 
there are some factors that suggest otherwise. First, the omission takes place 
at the line ending, precisely where a great number of Scribe A’s omissions oc-
cur. Second, the final nu of ηcαν could also have contributed to the omission 
of παρ ημιν. Third, Scribe A is generally prone to omission (especially at line 
endings, as noted above): he omits single letters, verba minora, regular words, 
clauses, even lists (e.g. Mark 10:30!), and thus assumptions regarding another 
exemplar here ought not to be made too hastily – even if its presence can be 
detected elsewhere. 

Identification of the correction is partially dependent on the identification 
of the next correction in this verse, as they exhibit notable differences. Whereas 
this correction is written in somewhat squarer, uneven script, the following one 
consists of noticeably smaller and more delicate letters in lighter ink. It seems 
prudent, therefore, to attribute these two corrections to two different scribes. 
The presently discussed correction contains two ligatures and an overline for 
the final nu. Although both scribes frequently deploy ligatures,111 an unusual 
combination of a nu-pi coupled with a overline for nu might betray the work 
of Scribe A. The lighter ink indicates that the correction was executed during 
the later review of the manuscript. 

It remains to be answered whether the corrected reading is due to the 
exemplar or to the influence of the Matthaean parallel. Harmonization on the 
level of corrections occurs very rarely in Sinaiticus, if ever. Indeed, the scripto-
rium corrections do not give the impression of having been made ex tempore 
without consulting an exemplar, as most of the corrections bring the corrected 
reading into conformity with the reading attested in the tradition.112 If the cor-
rection was made against the exemplar, as seems probable, we have conceivable 
scenarios. First, Scribe A could have followed his Vorlage faithfully; during 
the subsequent inspection, he used another exemplar with the longer reading. 
Second, Scribe A could have made an error of omission; during the subsequent 

110 Jongkind suspects the presence of another exemplar in Luke and Paul, but not in 
1 Chronicles and Psalms. See Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 144, 167-169, 203-204, and 222.

111 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 84-90. Scribe D seems to use ligatures more often at line 
endings, perhaps for decorative purposes (especially in Psalms). 

112 There are a few singular readings created by the early correctors of Sinaiticus, 
but most of them can be explained as slips. Moreover, not every singular reading is 
scribe-created, even though most of them are. For further methodological remarks 
concerning singular readings, see E.C. Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: 
A Study of P45, P66, P75,” in his Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament (Grand Rapids 1969) 108-109; Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 137; Royse, Scribal 
Habits, 39-63.
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inspection, he realized the error and entered the original, longer reading from 
the same exemplar.113 While both scenarios are permissible, the latter seems 
more plausible in the light of our general knowledge of Scribe A’s tendencies. 
If so, Sinaiticus is the prime witness to the longer reading of Mark 12:20a.

2.1.37. Mark 12:20b (Q.77-f.2r -c.2-l.35)
ℵ*: ειc (solus) 114

ℵ1: πρωτοc (rell)
Even though the original reading ειc is unattested elsewhere, it seems 

improbable that we are dealing here with an accidental error. Though similar 
in meaning, ειc is visually very different from πρωτοc, and such kind of sub-
stitution is quite rare in Sinaiticus.115 Second, there are no similar words in 
the immediate context that could elicit this type of scribal error on external 
grounds. So, if the substitution did indeed occur in the process of copying, it 
must have taken place during the scribe’s own mental appropriation of the text 
he was copying.116 Furthermore, it is remarkable that Scribe A, who penned 
the correction in the opening of this verse, did not take note of this variation. 
Even if this may seem an argumentum e silentio, it is highly unlikely that the 
scribe, who had already corrected (and thus supposedly looked closely at) the 
problematic passage, would have missed such an error. 

As we have concluded, the reading was corrected by a hand different from 
that of the previous correction in this verse. A correction written in a somewhat 
smaller, neat, and even script is marked with an unusual, “wavy” caret placed 
both over the correction and at the corrected place in the main text. Milne and 
Skeat ascribe the correction in Phil 3:10 that is marked with a similar caret to 

113 It cannot be excluded that the Vorlage contained a correction or a marginal note 
with the longer reading, which the scribe missed in the first run, but added later. For 
further discussion, see U.B. Schmid, “Conceptualizing ‘Scribal’ Performances: Reader’s 
Notes,” in The Textual History of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in Contem-
porary Research, ed. K. Wachtel and M.W. Holmes (Atlanta 2011) 49-64.

114 Swanson lists C* in support of this reading. It is virtually impossible to reconstruct 
the original reading, as the corrector (or, quite probably, the original scribe correcting 
in scribendo) seems to have expunged his original blunder by scraping. At any rate, the 
high-resolution image does not appear to show any traces of the reading ειc.

115 It is noteworthy that most substituted words still share common visual charac-
teristics. For specific examples, see data-tables in Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 156-157, 
178-179, 191-195, 214-215, and 235. 

116 See Dain, Les Manuscrits, 41. Examples listed in Dain’s analysis generally involve 
common visual elements which scribe had first seen in his exemplar and which were 
confused during the mental retention of the text, e.g. νομη > μονη. 
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Scribe D.117 Given the already discussed differences between this correction 
and the previous one, Scribe D seems to be the more likely candidate here. In 
sum, the correction is most adequately explained as changing the text faithfully 
copied from Scribe A’s exemplar to that of another exemplar used by Scribe D 
for the inspection.

2.1.38. Mark 12:25 (Q.72-f.2r-c.3-l.10)
ℵ*: om. (solus)
ℵ1: ουτε γαμουcιν (rell)
Omission of ουτε γαμουcιν was occasioned by the leap from the same 

to the same. It is not very difficult to imagine an eye slip in a continuous text 
that reads αναcτωcιν ουτε γαμουcιν ουτε γαμιζονται. The original reading 
is singular and indubitably due to the scribe. The script of the correction is 
in both its shape and ink color remarkably akin to that of Mark 12:20a. It 
is therefore plausible that it was Scribe A, who made correction at the later 
review of his work. 

2.1.39. Mark 12:34 (Q.72-f.2r-c.4-l.27) 
ℵ*: om. (L)
ℵ1: ει (rell)
Omission of the verb ει is only attested in Codex Regius. Although a cop-

ula is not a sine qua non of a Greek sentence, it is hardly ever omitted when 
the personal pronoun is missing.118 It is unlikely that its absence would have 
been tolerated in a sentence addressed in a second person, where such an el-
lipsis would significantly dissolve the meaning: ειπεν αυτω ου μακραν (+ ει) 
απο τηc βαcιλιαc του θυ̅ κτλ. An independent accidental omission in codices 
Sinaiticus and Regius is much more plausible than their dependence on an 
older tradition, at least in the case of Sinaiticus.

The earliest corrector added the missing verb after μακραν, which is its 
standard position in the majority of witnesses. Ca, however, transposed it to a 
rather odd position – after βαcιλιαc. This reading is, unsurprisingly, attested 
only in two other witnesses (Δ Ψ). Moreover, it is uncertain in what way Ca did 
away with the initial ει; Tischendorf comments that Ca “erasit” ει,119 and there 
is indeed a tiny scraped surface between μακραν and απο, where supposedly 

117 See Figure 13 in Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 43. Moreover, the correc-
tion in Luke 12:18 with such a caret exhibits an oblique και-compendium – a hallmark 
of Scribe D.

118 Cf. BDF, § 128.
119 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix.
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the earliest correction had been inserted. Both Tischendorf and the Sinaiticus 
Project then identify Cb2,120 who brought back Ca’s novel transposition to the 
reading found in the rest of our witnesses. Cb2’s correction is placed above the 
line, the iota being right over the initial alpha of απο. It is precisely this iota that 
exhibits a remarkably similar color to that of the original text. Moreover, not 
only does the epsilon have a different, somewhat reddish color, but its middle 
stroke extends over to the iota. Thus, the iota must have been written earlier. At 
this point I can suggest only tentatively that the iota may have been written in 
scribendo as a part of ει, the original correction. This may be due to the scribe’s 
initial miscalculation of the (already narrow) space between the nu and the 
alpha, which lead him to complete this correction in such an uncommon way.

2.1.40. Mark 13:1 (Q.77-f.2v-c.2-l.7)
ℵ*: διδαcκαλε διδαcκαλε (solus)
ℵ1: διδαcκαλε (rell)
This singular dittography of διδαcκαλε was corrected by means of deletion 

dots. It goes without saying that it is notoriously difficult to assign a hand and 
date to the dots. Yet, the ink of these dots displays a consistently lighter tinge 
than the underlying text. The later inspection of the manuscript, therefore, was 
the most likely venue for this correction; Scribe A’a usual use of dots as deletion 
markers makes him a suitable candidate for its authorship. 

2.1.41. Mark 13:3 (Q.77-f.2v-c.2-l.24)
ℵ*: ιωαννηc (rell)
ℵ1: ιωανηc (B)121

The standard spelling ιωαννηc was corrected to the less attested form 
ιωανηc.122 The correction was marked with a superscript dot, and there ap-
pears to be a slight trace of obelization over the first nu. The correction was 
expunged later by Ca, so the critical signs of the early correction are of little 
help for identification. More telling may be the resultant spelling ιωανηc. Milne 
and Skeat list this spelling amongst the hallmarks of Scribe D, since it is consis-
tently present on his cancel-leaves (Matt 16:14, 17:1, 13; Luke 1:3), but not in 

120 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xlix; Sinaiticus Project, “Codex 
Sinaiticus.” Accessed February 15, 2012. http://codexsinaiticus.org/en/manuscript.asp
x?book=34&chapter=12&lid=en&side=r&verse=34&zoomSlider=0. 

121 Not listed in NA28. I collated the reading from Tischendorf (and Swanson) and 
checked it in the facsimile.

122 See, e.g., BDF, 23; A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the 
Light of Historical Research (Nashville 1923) 214.
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the work of other scribes.123 It may thus appear that this spelling is peculiar to 
Scribe D, perhaps his orthographical idiosyncrasy. Although Milne and Skeat 
do not note it, the spelling ιωανηc is attested elsewhere, albeit more scarcely, 
in the Greek tradition. Indeed, this particular spelling is consistently employed 
in Codex Vaticanus with only three exceptions in all the Gospels (Luke 1:13, 
60, 33).124 

Considering the overall tendencies of the correctors of Sinaiticus, it is 
highly unlikely that an early corrector would have altered this reading on the 
grounds of his personal preference alone. Moreover, in all passages where 
Scribe D employs this spelling, it is always attested at least in Codex Vatica-
nus.125 This is noteworthy, because, if this correction is to be included in the 
total number of occurrences, we are dealing with a phenomenon reoccurring 
throughout the three Gospels on which Scribe D worked in some way. Per-
haps Scribe D used the same exemplar for his cancel-leaves as well as for the 
correction. 

In conclusion, one of the ramifications of this analysis is an alternative 
explanation of Scribe D’s peculiar spelling of ιωαννηc, as it may be due to his 
Vorlage rather than his own peculiar preference. Furthermore, depending on 
the overall textual pattern of D’s corrections, this consistently deployed ortho-
graphic variation could perhaps indicate a relationship between his Vorlage 
and the text akin to that of Vaticanus, but this of course cannot be determined 
solely on the grounds of this passage.  

2.1.42. Mark 13:10 (Q.77-f.2v-c.3-l.11)
ℵ*: προc τον λαον
ℵ1: πρωτον
The first element of the singular reading προc τον λαον is an obvious 

instance of visual confusion: the scribe misread an omega in his Vorlage 
and wrote προc τον instead of πρωτον. It is more difficult to account for the 
presence of λαον, the second element of the original reading. This reading is 

123 Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 33.
124 Notably, in Luke 1:13 the corrector restores the reading to the form with a single 

nu. In Luke, Vaticanus is in fact consistently supported by P75 in all places where the 
papyrus is extant. The situation changes significantly in John, where P75 attests to the 
shorter form only in 1:6, 15, 26; 3.27; 10:40. For further discussion and references, see 
Royse, Scribal Habits, 639-640. Interestingly, this very spelling is also consistently ap-
plied in P4, as noted recently by J. Hernández Jr., “The Early Text of Luke,” in The Early 
Text of the New Testament, ed. C.E. Hill and M.J. Kruger (Oxford 2012) 125. 

125 This spelling appears occasionally in other manuscripts (especially Bezae), but 
Vaticanus (along with P75 in Luke) is the only one to exhibit such consistency. 
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not attested in the manuscript tradition and the word λαον is not present in the 
immediate context to have triggered an eye slip. Therefore, initial addition of 
λαον is most likely the result of several factors simultaneously at work. When 
the scribe wrote προc τον, it seemed natural that a substantive would follow 
an article. Moreover, the scribe had just written a line that included a semanti-Moreover, the scribe had just written a line that included a semanti-
cally similar word εθνη, which could have occasioned this variant reading.126 
The correction must have been made in scribendo, perhaps after the scribe 
had finished copying the clause, since the omega written over the erasure of 
the ill-placed οc displays the same tinge of ink and thickness of strokes as the 
surrounding text. Furthermore, the same can be argued about the superscript 
dots, which Scribe A often used as a deletion sign.127

2.1.43. Mark 14:1 (Q.77-f.3r-c.2-l.20) 
ℵ*: εζυμα (solus)
ℵ1: αζυμα (rell)
A nonsensical singular εζυμα may have originated due to a forward leap 

to εζητουν. Scribe A, having realized this error, probably expunged the letter 
before proceeding any further. The circumstances of the correction as well as 
the general appearance of the script indicate the work of the prima manus.128

2.1.44. Mark 14:11 (Q.77-f.3r-c.3-l.34)
ℵ*: απηγγιλαντο (124)129

ℵ1: επηγγιλαντο (rell)
The reading απηγγιλαντο is only found in a late minuscule 124, and is 

best understood as a scribal blunder. First, the middle/passive imperfect plural 
of απαγγελομαι is rather awkward in the present context. Second, Scribe A’s 
work is replete with instances of misreading syntax and substitution of differ-
ent words due to orthographical confusion of some kind. Moreover, the word 
occurs at the line ending, which is, as noted, a very frequent place of textual 
variation. Thus, this substitution was probably an accidental creation of Scribe 
A, who misread επηγγ(ε)ιλαντο in his Vorlage. While the later retouching by 
Ca complicates identification of the scribe responsible for the correction, the 

126 Possibly, λαον could have been in the scribe’s Vorlage as a correction or a reader’s 
note. This, however, does not account for what appears to be an immediately added 
correction. 

127 Swanson, Mark, 212 erroneously lists the corrected reading as containing λαον.
128 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, l.
129 Not listed in NA28. The reading was collated from Tischendorf (and Swanson).
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fact that the original correction was written over a scraped surface makes the 
in scribendo origin an attractive hypothesis.

2.1.45. Mark 14:13 (Q.77-f.3r-c.4-l.2) 
ℵ*: αυτοιc (solus)
ℵ1: αυτου (rell)
The leap from the same to the same likely caused the substitution of αυτοιc 

for αυτου, as αυτοιc is found later in the sentence: μαθητων αυτοιc (> αυτου) 
και λεγει αυτοιc κτλ. The resultant reading is syntactically nonsensical, which 
Scribe A realized and amended in scribendo130 by adding two upper strokes to 
the iota, turning it into the upsilon.131 

2.1.46. Mark 14:22 (Q.77-f.3v-c.1-l.9)
ℵ*: ο ιc̅ (ℵ2 A C K L P U Γ Δ Θ Ψ f1 28 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 𝔐 lat 

syp.h bo)
ℵ1: om. (B D W f13 565 it sa)
The omission of ο ιc̅ is textually one of the most important corrections in 

the Marcan portion of Sinaiticus, as it constitutes a genuine unit of significant 
variation. On the one hand, one could postulate that the nomen sacrum was 
originally inserted as a harmonization to the Matthaean parallel, where it is 
part of the standard reading. On the other hand, it is rare for personal names, 
especially the nomina sacra, to be added in Sinaiticus.132 Jongkind’s study of 
singular readings has not demonstrated any “intentional” expansionistic, let 
alone reverential tendencies on part of the scribes of Sinaiticus, and so the 
probability that such would occur here is slim. Furthermore, the sentence does 
not exhibit characteristics that would make it liable to trigger such an addition, 
as the subject of the sentence is clear and there would be no confusion as to 
the meaning of the sentence. Importantly, the scribes of Sinaiticus are gener-
ally much more prone to omit than to add.133 Since the original reading is very 
widely attested and there are no signs of accidental omission, the scribe most 
likely copied his Vorlage faithfully at this particular point. 

The main difficulty with this correction is that it was expunged by Ca, who 
reverted the text to its longer form. There appear to be traces of a superscript 
dot over the omicron and slight marks of obelization over the letters. Since the 

130 So also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, l. 
131 The resulting upsilon is significantly taller than usual. Swanson, Mark, 225, does 

not note this and lists αυτουc as the original reading. 
132 See, e.g., Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 157-158, 198-199, 217-218, and 237-238.
133 Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 246. 
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corrected reading, too, has relatively wide and early support, it is plausible that 
the corrector used another exemplar, which happened to contain this particu-
lar reading. The question remains which of our scribes stepped into the role of 
corrector. The combination of superscript dots and obeli cannot be decisive, 
as it is present in the corrections of both scribes;134 indeed, in this instance the 
obeli simply had to be deployed, as the superscript dot could only have been 
placed over the omicron alone because of the necessary overline over the no-
men sacrum. The ink color is recognizably lighter, and thus comes from a later 
inspection. It has been generally observed that in Mark, Scribe A corrects his 
errors against the exemplar he used for copying. It is noteworthy, however, 
that in several other instances Scribe D used another exemplar to correct the 
manuscript. In conclusion, I postulate that this correction might be the work 
of Scribe D, who also employed another exemplar. The probability of this as-
sertion is increased by the fact that the folios, which precede the cancel-leaves, 
tend to exhibit higher concentration of D’s corrections.135 

2.1.47. Mark 14:43 (Q.77-f.3v-c.3-l.42)
ℵ*: om.  (A W 083 f1.13 700 1424 2542)

134 See, e.g., Mark 8:8 (A) and Mark 15:24 (D). Both critical signs are frequently used 
in ancient manuscripts. For further discussion and examples, see E.G. Turner, Greek 
Manuscripts of the Ancient World (1st ed.: Princeton 1971) 17-18.

135 Head, “Some Observations,” 3. The folios preceding other cancel-leaves exhibit 
a similar situation regarding D’s corrections. In Matthew, the folio that precedes the 
cancel-leaves has a higher concentration of D’s corrections: on Q.75-f.1r, there are five 
S1 corrections, of which three appear to be by scribe D (Matt 14:23, 26; 15:2), and on 
Q.75-f.1v, there are four S1 corrections, all of which appear to be by Scribe D (Matt 
15: 14, 18, 32, 36). The situation is markedly different, when one turns one leaf back, 
however: on Q.74-f.8r, there are ten S1 corrections, of which three seem to me to be 
by Scribe D (Matt 13:22, 32, 39), and on Q.74-f.8v there are seventeen S1 corrections, 
of which only two seem to me to be by Scribe D (Matthew 13:44b; 14:3). Leaf 8 seems 
especially to be quite problematic with regard to the identification, as many correc-
tions are comprised of the scraping and deletions dots/hooks, which are very difficult 
attribute to a particular scribe. The cancel-leaves in Quire 85 also offer an interesting 
data set for comparison: on Q.85-f.2r, we have six S1 corrections, four of which seem to 
be by Scribe D (Col 4:2, 3, 7, 12), and on Q.85-f.2v we have four S1 corrections, at least 
two of which may come from Scribe D (1 Thess 1:8; 2:13), and at one of them (2:13) 
it seems impossible to assign a hand as it is comprised by the deletion hooks only. On 
Q.85-f.5r, we have five S1 corrections, three of which appear to be by Scribe D (Heb 
1:8; 2:4, 7), and on Q.85-f.5v, we have four S1 corrections (I don’t consider Heb 3.13 
to be a correction; if, however, it proves to be a correction, it must have been made in 
scribendo), and three of these appear to be by Scribe D (Heb 3:6; 4:9, 12b).
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ℵ1: των (B C D K L N Γ Δ Θ Ψ 28 565 579 892 1241 𝔐)
Both the original and the corrected reading are firmly attested in the 

manuscript tradition. Omission of small words such as articles is regular in 
Scribe A’s work, especially in a series of elements with the same case endings: 
των αρχιερεων και των γραμματεων και [των] πρεcβυτερων κτλ. While it is 
not safe to simply assume Scribe A’s fidelity to his Vorlage at this point, there 
are, admittedly, no clear indications of accidental omission either. Moreover, it 
seems certain that the correction was not made in scribendo, since the ink color 
clearly signals the later correction phase. As it is, the correction can only be 
adjudged on the basis of its general appearance; a neat, somewhat squarer and 
“affected” script is highly reminiscent the work of Scribe D.136 This impression 
is reinforced, when the script is compared with that of the correction in Mark 
16:6, penned by Scribe D. Just as in the previous correction, the fact that this 
leaf is immediately preceding the cancel-leaf produced by Scribe D increases 
the probability in his favor. 

2.1.48. Mark 15:24 (Q.77-f.4v-c.1-l.47)
ℵ*: εαυτου (solus?)
ℵ1: αυτου (rell)
Scribe D substituted the reflexive εαυτου for αυτου. This phenomenon is 

common in Hellenistic and Byzantine documents, and its origin could pos-
sibly lie in the loss of the initial aspiration.137 The misplaced epsilon is marked 
with the deletion dot and the obelus, which exhibit the same ink color as the 
original text, and thus Tischendorf ’s judgment about their in scribendo origin 
must be accepted.138 

2.1.49. Mark 15:34 (Q.77-f.4v-c.3-l.10) 
ℵ*: εκαταλιπεc (solus)
ℵ1: εγκαταλιπεc (rell; ενκαταλιπεc A P Δ)
The omission of the gamma resulting in the reading εκατελιπεc is an or-

thographic blunder with a phonetic cause. Assimilation of gamma in γκ clus-
ters was quite common in both Roman and Byzantine periods, as was the inter-
vocalic change from γ to κ outside of such clusters,139 and it appears that Scribe 

136 See Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 23.
137 F.T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods 

2 (Milan 1981) 171. 
138 Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, l. 
139 See Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri 1, 79, 174-176.
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D was not free from this tendency either.140 This assimilation may well have 
originated in the scribe’s internal dictation, thus reflecting his own phonetic 
patterns.141 The correction exhibits the same color and thickness of strokes as 
the surrounding text, and thus was most likely produced in scribendo.  

2.1.50. Mark 16:6 (Q.77-f.5r-c.1-l.28) 
ℵ*: om. (D)
ℵ1: τον ναζαρηνον (Β 124 565 788 (U Θ 13 33 1346) rell)142

The original reading lacking τον ναζαρηνον is also found in Codex Bezae. 
In Sinaiticus, this omission most likely arose due to homoioteleuton.143 The 
Vorlage, which contained τον ναζαρηνον τον εcταυρωμενον, provided plenty 
of room for eye slips such as this one. Scribe D apparently made this correction 
during the later review of his work.144 The script is very neat, almost decorative, 
and overall very similar to that of the correction in Mark 14:43. 

2.2. Summary of results: patterns of S1 corrections

In what follows, we shall briefly discuss the results of the above analysis. 
First, I give an overview of the original readings, the corrected readings, and 
the present identification of the scribes. The following sections present the 
data and general observations concerning the correcting activity of the scribes, 
focusing on the corrections made in scribendo and the corrections made at 
the later stage. 

140 Note the reading cαβακτανει in v. 34. Interestingly, Milne and Skeat, Scribes and 
Correctors, 53 also observe D’s tendency to spell πακιc instead of παγιc. 

141 See Dain, Les Manuscrits, 41-42.
142 NA28 only lists the evidence in support of the omission. The evidence listed above 

come from Tischendorf and (mainly) Swanson.
143 Collins, Mark, 780, also mentions “simplification of the text” and “influence of the 

parallel in [Matt 28:5]” as possible causes. It is not clear to me, however, how omitting 
this epithet would simplify the text, and indeed what would lead the scribe to drop a 
personal epithet deliberately in the first place. Moreover, Matt 28:5 is not a parallel 
stricto sensu, as its wording differs too greatly to have influenced such an omission.

144 Lake (Plate 2) lists Mark 16:6 under “doubtful cases”; Milne and Skeat, Scribes and 
Correctors, 43, assign the Scribe D.
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2.2.1. S1 corrections in Mark145

Ref. ℵ* ℵ1 Scribe
1:1 om. υυ̅ θυ̅ D 
1:15 om. λεγων A?
1:25 om. λεγων A?
2:22 om. βλητεον A
3:28 ανοιc υιοιc A (i.s.)
3:32 προc περι A?
4:19 om. cυνπνιγουcιν τον λογον A
4:30 om. αυτοιc ?
4:37 om. ωcτε ηδη γεμιζεcθαι το πλοιον A
5:11 om. ορι A (i.s.)
5:15 ηρχοντο ερχονται A  
5:27 οπιθεν οπιcθεν A (i.s.?)
5:33 και om. A 
5:36 παρακαυcαc παρακουcαc A? 

(i.s.?)
6:4 om. τοιc cυνγενεcιν κ(αι) εν A  
6:7b-8 om. εξουcιαν των πνευματων 

ακαθαρτων κ(αι) 
παρηγγειλεν αυτοιc

D 

6:12 αυτοιc om. A (i.s.)
6:16 ουτοc ιωαννηc ιωαννην α/ουτοc A 
7:15 κοιναυντα κοινουντα ?
7:28 αποτατω υποκατω A (i.s.)
8:5 [ . . . ]τουc αρτουc A (i.s.)
8:6 ε om. A (i.s.)
8:7 παραθηκεν ειπεν κ(αι) ταυτα παρατιθηναι A
8:18 om. κ(αι) A
8:27 αυτουc αυτοιc A (i.s.)
9:7 om. εν ω ηυδοκηcα A (i.s.?)
9:9 om. ει μη A 

145 The siglum i.s. indicates corrections made in scribendo, (s) a singular reading, and 
? indicates a dubious case.
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Ref. ℵ* ℵ1 Scribe
9:36 ειπεναγκαλιcαμενοc εναγκαλιcαμενοc A (i.s.)
9:50 ιρηνευετε ειρηνευετε D?
10:10 αυτοιϲ̣̣ αυτον A (i.s.)
10:19 om. μη μοιχευcηc A
10:30 om. οικιαc κ(αι) αδελφουc κ(αι)

αδελφαc κ(αι)μητερα κ(αι)τεκνα 
A

11:2 εκαθιc[ . . . ] εκαθιcεν A (i.s.)
11:12 om. επιναcεν A (i.s.)
12:5 ολλουc αλλουc A
12:20a om. παρ ημιν A
12:20b ειc πρωτοc D 
12:25 om. ουτε γαμουcιν A
12:34 om. ει A? 

(i.s.?)
13:1 διδαcκαλε διδαcκαλε διδαcκαλε A?
13:3 ιωαννηc ιωανηc D 
13:10 προc τον λαον πρωτον A (i.s.)
14:1 εζυμα αζυμα A (i.s.)
14:11 απηγγιλαντο επηγγιλαντο A (i.s.)?
14:13 αυτοιc αυτου A (i.s.)
14:22 ο ιc̅ om. D 
14:43 om. των D 
15:24 εαυτου αυτου D (i.s.)
15:34 εκαταλιπεc εγκαταλιπεc D (i.s.)
16:6 om. τον ναζαρηνον D 

2.2.2. Corrections made in scribendo

The corrections made in scribendo constitute twenty-one of the fifty S1 
corrections. Naturally, these were penned by the scribes responsible for their 
respective portions, nineteen being by A, and two by D. Altogether, A’s ratio of 
1.12 corrections per page exceeds that of D, namely 0.88. However, since Scribe 
D only produced the cancel-leaves (which constitute merely the last 2.27 pages 
of Mark), this rate must be taken as provisional. 

There are clearly discernible patterns regarding types of scribal errors 
that triggered these corrections. Scribe A corrected the following readings in 
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scribendo: ten nonsensical,146 four omissions, three substitutions,147 one addi-
tion, and one orthographical error. Scribe D corrected one substitution and 
one orthographical blunder. Scribe A’s tendency to create nonsensical readings 
has been well documented,148 and it seems that precisely these readings also 
caught his attention during the copying process to a greater extent than other 
errors. Apart from omissions, the majority of erroneous readings (including 
the nonsense readings) are visually similar to the readings of the scribe’s Vor-
lage. Furthermore, D’s in scribendo corrections involved visually similar words 
that were caused by phonetic confusion; none of these readings is nonsensical, 
yet they struck the scribe as erroneous. Remarkably, most of these errors were 
made and corrected at a “critical” position in the line: Scribe A made eleven in 
scribendo corrections either at or near the line ending and two corrections at 
the beginning of a line; all D’s in scribendo corrections are situated at line end-
ings. Although this datum reveals more about scribal tendencies than about 
correction patterns, it nonetheless confirms previous observations about the 
greater likelihood of error at line endings.149 

Since most singular readings were presumably created by the scribes,150 
contrasting the original number of singulars with the number of corrected 
singulars provides useful statistical information concerning the scribal errors 
that were more likely to be corrected and vice versa. Eighteen of the twenty-one 
readings corrected in scribendo are singular, sixteen being found in Scribe A’s 
portion and two in Scribe D’s portion. Scribe A corrected seven singular non-
sense readings, five substitutions, two orthographical errors, two omissions, 
and one addition; he slipped over all singular transpositions. Scribe D cor-
rected two omissions, one addition, one substitution, and one orthographical 
error. Altogether, eighteen of one-hundred-and-sixty singulars151 were cleared 
out immediately during the copying process, which amounts to 10.8% and 

146 I list Mark 8:5 and 11.2 as nonsense readings, since a serious blunder must have 
occasioned the expunction of the original letters. 

147 For the sake of simplicity, I list Mark 13:10 as a substitution, although it in fact 
also contains an addition, and could be potentially categorized as an “editorial” reading 
as well. In a similar vein, note Mark 6:16 and 8:8 below.

148 See Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 244.
149 See, e.g., Head, “Some Observations,” 4; Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 245; Royse, 

Scribal Habits, 437-439, 441, 565, and 569-576.
150 Although, as noted, not every singular reading is scribe-created, most of them 

prove to be of such origin. On this, see especially Royse, Scribal Habits, 44-56.
151 The overall rate of singulars in Mark (Scribe A’s portion/Scribe D’s portion) is 

forty-five substitutions (42/3), forty-three omissions (39/4), twenty-four nonsense 
readings (24/0), twenty additions (18/2), sixteen transpositions (15/1), and thirteen 
orthographical errors (11/2).
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16.7% of A’s and D’s singulars, respectively. The higher percentage of the read-
ings that Scribe D detected in scribendo may, again, hint at the superior quality 
of his work. 

Overall, those readings were more likely to be corrected in scribendo, 
which displayed certain peculiar features that caught the immediate attention 
of the scribe. Naturally, the best candidates were nonsensical readings, ortho-
graphical blunders, and substitutions which, combining both strong visual and 
semantic stimuli, led the scribe to check and correct the error. On the other 
hand, the rate of corrected singular omissions is surprisingly low. Especially in 
the portion of Scribe A, omissions score second in number (after substitutions) 
amongst singular readings. Despite their pervasiveness, however, omissions 
were not likely to be easily detected in scribendo, probably because of the lack 
of immediate visual and semantic phenomena that would alert the scribe of 
their occurrence. Singular transpositions were not corrected, since they were 
less easily detectable than visually or semantically outstanding blunders.

2.2.3. Later correction stage: corrections of scribal errors 

The corrections discussed here come, along with the corrections to anoth-
er Vorlage, from the later inspection of the manuscript. These corrections do 
not alter original readings toward another Vorlage, but merely amend scribal 
errors, whether textually significant or not. In any event, I was able to assign the 
scribe to all but two (Mark 4:30; 7:15) of the corrections with varying degrees 
of certainty. With exception of two readings, perhaps three (Mark 6:7b-8; 9:50; 
7:15?), all later corrections of slips come from the original hand. It appears that 
Scribe A used the same exemplar for both copying and correcting the Gospel. 
There is only one later correction that Scribe D made on his cancel-leaves. 
Moreover, Scribe D corrected two slips of Scribe A. In addition, one important 
“correction” by Scribe D, which comes from this stage and which cannot be 
documented in a statistical form, is the production of cancel-leaves, most likely 
as a result of some grave error committed by Scribe A therein.152 

The overall character of the corrections discussed here is markedly dif-
ferent from those made in scribendo. Altogether, Scribe A corrected thirteen 
omissions, two additions, two substitutions, one transposition, and one non-
sense reading; Scribe D corrected two omissions, and one orthographical blun-
der. The two dubious corrections amend an omission and an orthographical 
blunder. The highest correction rate belongs by far to omissions, which might 
indicate that the so-called later inspection was not as rigorous as one would 

152 See Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors, 9-11; Jongkind, Scribal Habits, 44-46.
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expect from, say, a modern copyeditor. The overall impression is that of a rather 
hasty, almost cursory proofing of the text with an exemplar; omissions and 
larger, more noticeable errors were more likely to be spotted, whereas more 
delicate errors were noticed only sporadically. Importantly, seventeen of Scribe 
A’s twenty-three corrections are situated either at or near line endings, which 
might indicate the scribe’s awareness of the perilous nature of line endings or 
of his own insecurity therein.

A large proportion of the readings corrected at this stage is, again, com-
prised of singulars.153 Indeed, seventeen of twenty-four corrections fall into 
this category; Scribe A was responsible for fifteen, Scribe D for one, and there 
is one dubious instance. Scribe A corrected ten singular omissions, followed 
by two singular additions. Neither orthographical blunders nor transpositions 
were corrected, and merely one nonsense reading and one substitution were 
spotted. As mentioned, the later inspection (at least in Mark) was probably 
somewhat hasty, so that more delicate errors were largely overlooked. As omis-
sions and additions were more prone to get the scribe’s attention due to their 
strong visual impact during such cursory reading, they were consequently 
privileged in the correction process. Remarkably, the correction work of Scribe 
D does not appear to have been very exhaustive, as only one singular omis-
sion and substitution caught his eye. Ergo, although Scribe D was in many 
respects a superior scribe, when he stepped in as a corrector, his inspection of 
the manuscript cannot have been exceedingly thorough and precise – at least 
in the Gospel of Mark. This, of course, does not say much about the quality 
of his copying; rather, it is indicative of the nature of his role as a corrector in 
this manuscript. 

Altogether, Scribe A mostly corrected nonsense readings, closely followed 
by omissions; a significantly lower rate of the corrected singulars belongs to 
orthographical blunders, additions, and substitutions. Importantly, Scribe A 
corrected none of the singular transpositions. Conversely, Scribe D’s correc-
tions betray a slightly higher sensitivity to orthographical errors, followed by 
omissions and substitutions; yet, D skipped over all singular additions, trans-
positions, and nonsensical readings. Admittedly, any conclusions regarding 
D’s correction tendencies must be taken as provisional, as the scanty evidence 
might give a slightly distorted impression. Yet, the very scantiness of the data 
corroborates our general observation of the cursory nature of D’s inspection. 
Thus, although the evidence clearly shows that Scribe D had “the last word,” 

153 After the initial copying process (which obviously entailed corrections made in 
scribendo), the scribes still left 142 singulars uncorrected: forty-one omissions, thirty-
nine substitutions, nineteen additions, sixteen transpositions, seventeen nonsense 
readings, and ten orthographical errors.
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Tischendorf ’s conclusion that he was the main διορθωτής responsible for a 
full-scale revision of the manuscript cannot be sustained – at least in Mark.154 
Finally, it is also worth noting that thirty-two of one-hundred-and-sixty (i.e. 
20%) singular readings in Mark were corrected by the early scribes.155

2.2.4. Later correction stage: corrections to another Vorlage

There are, it seems, five corrections made toward another Vorlage, namely 
at Mark 1:1, 12:20b, 13:3, 14:22, and 14:33.156 This does not come as a surprise, 
since – as noted above – Jongkind in his study of Sinaiticus also suspects the 
shift of Vorlagen in Luke and Paul, though not in 1 Chronicles and Psalms.157 
Perhaps the situation in Mark, Luke, and Paul could be more reflective of the 
situation in the entire NT portion of the manuscript, although this hypothesis 
would need a much more extensive study to be sustained.

It is striking that all of these corrections appear to be by Scribe D. The cor-
rections listed in this section seem to exhibit a genuine shift of Vorlagen, which 
in most cases cannot be explained as a mere emendation of an original error. 
The only dubious case is Mark 14:43, where the nature of the original read-
ing could perhaps also be explained as an accidental omission.  An especially 
interesting correction is at 13:3, where we appear to have a singular reading 
that had not been created by the scribe. The pattern of textual affinities is not 
as straightforward as one would wish, yet the agreement with Codex Vaticanus 
in all five instances is noteworthy indeed. In four of these corrections, Codex 
Bezae sides with Codex Vaticanus, except for Mark 14:42. It would be particu-
larly interesting to conduct a detailed study of Scribe D’s cancel-leaves to see 
if any closer textual relationship with Vaticanus could be detected.158 As it is, 
there does not seem to be any clear reason why these particular readings were 
corrected toward another Vorlage and not others; somewhat cursory and in-
consistent nature of Scribe D’s correcting activity may also reflect the random 
nature of the selection.

154 Cf. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum, xii.
155 Interestingly, this rate is strikingly lower than that of the corrected singulars in the 

“intruded folios” of 2 Esdras, as documented in Jongkind, “Singular Readings,” 38-41. 
156 Of course, there may be more corrections that were made against another exem-

plar, but only in these cases is there a shift in textual affinities; at other points, the two 
Vorlagen could have shared the same reading. 

157 See n. 105 and the references there.
158 Due to the paucity of evidence comprised by corrections, this might be the only 

way to establish textual profile of D’s exemplar. Even so, it is far from certain that the 
scribes used one exemplar for the entire tetraevangelion, let alone the entire NT.
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3. Conclusions

At the outset, we noted that there has been no study that would map the 
early corrections of Sinaiticus in a comprehensive and integrative manner. In 
order to achieve this, one must attempt to identify all the correctors involved, 
so that the presentation of the data is not convoluted and the individual con-
tributions of the respective scribes can be appreciated. We were able to assign 
the majority of S1 corrections in the Marcan portion with a relative degree of 
certainty. Obviously, most palaeographical observations are by nature prob-
abilistic; this, however, need not discourage one from making an informed 
judgement. Considering probabilities, the greatest degree of confidence lay 
in our identification of correction stages. The ink color and the sharpening 
of pen (or, at least, noticeably thinner strokes159) are strong indicators of the 
earliest correction phase, which is further corroborated by the obvious nature 
of errors that were most likely to be corrected at that point. These in scribendo 
corrections are, obviously, assigned to the original scribes responsible for the 
corrected text. On the other hand, the later corrections that contain only a few 
letters or an erasure are assigned (when possible) with greater caution. This is 
an iterative process, when the cumulative evidence (including appearance of 
script) informs one’s judgement on a given correction. The alternative Vorlage 
was assigned only where both readings had early, weighty support, and no in-
dication of scribal error could be detected. Indeed, a demonstrable scribal error 
can also result in a meaningful (even attested!) reading, and so interpreting 
such a reading as a sign of another exemplar would be misleading. Nonethe-
less, the presence of such a second exemplar is evident in Sinaiticus – at least 
in the Gospel of Mark. 

The closer identification enabled us to study general patterns of scribal 
correcting activity. Scribe A made a significant number of corrections in the 
course of copying. Subsequently, he reviewed his work using the same exem-
plar. Scribe D checked A’s work and made a few corrections, including the 
cancel-leaves. Some corrections by D evince another exemplar, which he oc-
casionally used to alter A’s (meaningful and attested) original reading. I suggest 
that Scribe D also used this same exemplar, when he produced the cancel-
leaves. The corrections made in scribendo mostly amend errors, which exhibit 
immediate visual and semantic components that caught the scribe’s attention. 
At the later review of the manuscript, however, more delicate errors and or-
thographical blunders went unnoticed. This particular pattern of correction 
indicates a rather cursory mode of proofing the text. Scribe D’s contribution, 
apart from producing the cancel-leaves, is rather minimal and sporadic. Al-
though he clearly had the “final word” on the work of Scribe A, he cannot be 

159 But see n. 22 above.
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viewed as the major reviser anymore. Perhaps the scribes of Sinaiticus were 
expected to thoroughly review their own work themselves before it was to 
reach the senior scribe.

In conclusion, the results of this study have interesting ramifications for 
the study of corrections in general and for the study of S1 corrections in Sinaiti-
cus in particular. We observed that the study of corrections must first begin 
with original readings that prompted them; knowledge of the nature of both 
original and corrected readings prevents one from collating mechanically any 
correction that might constitute a significant variation-unit. 160 Indeed, if the 
correction was triggered by a genuine (even if meaningful and attested) scribal 
error, then constructing different textual affinities of “original” and “corrected” 
readings might prove to be a rather misleading enterprise.161 To rephrase Hort’s 
dictum for our purposes: knowledge of original readings should precede final 
judgements upon corrections. Furthermore, enhanced understanding of cor-
rections is advantageous for textual editing, so that classification of corrections 
might reflect the manuscript data more accurately.162 Regarding the earliest 
corrections in Sinaiticus, we must conclude that they reflect a genuine attempt 
of scribes to free their work from error. Just as in copying, however, their qual-
ity was not always adequate to carry out this intention fully, and most errors 
were left uncorrected. Moreover, we have detected no signs of theologically 
motivated revision in Mark of Sinaiticus. In Mark, Scribe D alone used another 
exemplar, and all the textually significant changes he made were introduced 
as a result of that. Thus, at least in this respect the scribes of Sinaiticus may 
be viewed as disciplined, though imprecise. Finally, these corrections, when 
properly categorized, give us an “insider’s view” into one important segment 
of the codex’s production process. Naturally, the method gleaned from and 
verified through this test case calls for a wider application on the entire manu-
script. Of particular interest would be comparison of various correction rates 
of individual biblical books in both testaments.

160 Such an approach is taken in J.J. Brogan, “Another Look at Codex Sinaiticus,” 
in The Bible as Book: The Transmission of the Greek Text, ed. S. McKendrick and O.A. 
O’Sullivan (London and New Castle 2003) 17-50. It seems that Brogan virtually assumes 
that corrections involving a “unit of significant variation” reflect a genuine textual shift. 

161 See, e.g., Royse, Scribal Habits, 79, 115, n. 65. Especially illuminating is Royse’s 
(Scribal Habits, 477-478) critique of Fee’s conclusions concerning the corrections in 
P66. See also J.R. Royse, “The Corrections in the Freer Gospels Codex,” in The Freer 
Biblical Manuscripts: Fresh Studies of an American Treasure Trove, ed. L.W. Hurtado 
(Atlanta 2006) 187-194; E.F. Rhodes, “The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II,” NTS 14 
(1967-1968) 271-281.

162 For instance, the siglum ℵ1 in NA28 indicates neither scribal hand nor correction 
stage, although each datum may significantly affect interpretation of the correction. 
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Abstract
Discussion of the mummy label SB 14.11993 = C.Étiq.Mom. 643.

In this article we will revisit the text of a mummy label from the collection 
of the National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden.1 The label was purchased in 
1828 and originated from the collection of the diplomat Giovanni d’Anastasi. 
It is exhibited in the permanent collection of the Museum, carrying the inven-
tory number AH 159.2 It has the shape of a tabula ansata, measuring 7.5 (H.) 
x 24.6 (W.) x 0.5 (T.) cm,3 and it features four lines of incised text, highlighted 
with black ink and palaeographically datable to the final years of the third or 
the early fourth century CE.4 At the beginning of the second line, moreover, 
appears a word written in red ink that has not been incised, and traces of red 
ink appear on the left side of the tablet. Unfortunately, there is no reliable in-
formation about the label’s provenance; given our present information about 

1 This article is part of a wider project on funerary practice in Egypt and mummy 
labels, in collaboration with the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago, financed by 
the Spanish Ministry of Research (ACI-PRO-2011-1132). Martín would like to thank 
all the colleagues at the Leiden Papyrological Institute for helping her during her stay, 
especially Cisca Hoogendijk, Brian Muhs, Marja Bakker, and Alette Bakkers. Worp 
records with gratitude his discussion of the name Χρυσοχέριος with D. Hagedorn. 
They thank Sofía Torallas Tovar for her comments on an early draft of this paper, and 
Carolina López-Ruiz and the anonymous BASP referees for polishing the English and 
their useful comments.

2 See the website http://www.globalegyptianmuseum.org/record.aspx?id=13970.
3 P.J. Sijpesteijn, “Four Mummy labels in the Museum of Antiquities at Leiden,” 

OMRO 55 (1974) 221. C. Leemans, Description raisonnée des monumens [sic] égyptiens 
du Musée d’Antiquités des Pays-Bas à Leide (Leiden 1840) 305, X 2, gives different di-
mensions: H. 0.075, W. 0.25.

4 On its date, see B. Boyaval, “Notes de papyrologie,” ConnHell 38 (1989) 75-76 (BL 
9.278) and Sijpesteijn (n. 3) 221.
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other texts from the d’Anastasi collection5 one may speculate in particular 
about the regions of Abydos, Memphis/Sakkara, or the Theban region as the 
provenance of this mummy label, but there is no certainty that only these three 
regions are acceptable candidates.

Since 1842, this label has been studied in various publications. It was first 
edited by C. Leemans.6 In his edition, he presents the following reading, in 
which the first word in the second line, written in red ink, is not transcribed: 
Σαραπίων Ἑρμαΐσκου Χρυσοχερίου, || Ἐξηγητεύων ἔναρχος, || Ἐτελεύτησεν 
ἐτῶν || νε΄.

In 1853 the label was edited again in CIG 3.4976c (addenda et corrigenda). 
This version presents a different reading of the text which was slightly changed 
in SB 5.8694, substituting a dot underneath for the brackets around the ν of 
the name Χρυσογένης. Both of these readings avoid again the painted word 
in red ink at the beginning of the second line. 

CIG 3.4976c 
Σαραπίων Ἑρμαΐσκου Χρυσογέ[ν]ου 
ἐξηγητεύων ἔναρχος 
ἐτελεύτησεν ἐτῶν ν ̅ε̅

SB 5.8694 
Σαραπίων Ἑρμαΐσκου Χρυσογέν̣ου 
ἐξηγητεύων ἔναρχος, 
ἐτελεύτησεν ἐτῶν 
ν̅ε̅

Based on this later reading, the name Χρυσογένης was included in the 
dictionaries of personal names.7

In 1875 Le Blant presented the same reading offered already by Leemans 
with the following translation: “Sérapion, fils d’Hermaïscos Chrysocherios, 
exerçant les fonctions d’exegète, est mort [âgé] de cinquante-cinq ans.”8

5 For this collection, see http://www.trismegistos.org/coll/collref_list.php?tm=540& 
partner=all.

6 C. Leemans, Animadversiones in Musei Antiquarii Lugduno-Batavi inscriptiones 
Graecas et Latinas (Lugduni Batavorum 1842) 28. The editor stated in a previous pub-
lication that the text was written in three lines; see Leemans (n. 3) 305, X 2: “2. Bois. 
Tessère Grecque avec une inscription en 3 lignes, relative à Sarapion, le fils d’Hermaïscus 
Chrysocherius, member du college des interprètes, décédé à l’age de 55 ans.”

7 F. Preisigke, Namenbuch enthaltend alle griechischen, lateinischen, ägyptischen, he-
bräischen, arabischen und sonstigen semitischen und nichtsemitischen Menschennamen, 
soweit sie in griechischen Urkunden (Papyri, Ostraka, Inschriften, Mumienschildern usw.) 
Ägyptens sich vorfinden (Heidelberg 1922), and D. Foraboschi, Onomasticon Alterum 
Papyrologicum (Milano 1967).

8 E. Le Blant, “Tablai Égyptiennes à Inscriptions grecques,” RA 29 (1875) 304, n. 81. 
The edition is only a transcription in capital letters of the Greek text.
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Nearly a hundred years later, all these different editions, translations, and 
commentaries were studied by Sijpesteijn who edited the text including for 
the first time the first word of the second line, written in red ink.9 He inter-
prets the third name on the first line as the genitive form of a personal name 
Χρυσοχέριος.10 He understood the name not as a second name of Hermaiskos, 
like Leemans and Le Blant had done, but as the name of the grandfather of 
Sarapion.11 He thus offers the following translation of the text: “Sarapion, son 
of Hermaiskos, grandson of Chrysocherios. He died at 55 years of age during 
his tenure of office as an exegetes.”

In 1983 the edition by Sijpesteijn was reproduced in SB 14.11993 as fol-
lows:

Σαραπίων Ἑρμαισκοῦ Χρυσοχερίου 
[[ἔναρχος]] ἐξηγητεύων ἔναρχος 
ἐτελεύτησεν ἐτῶν 
ν̅ε̅
Finally, B. Boyaval included this edition in his corpus of mummy labels.12

Here we offer an alternative interpretation for χρυσοχέριος and a new 
reading for the second line. The text we propose runs as follows:

1 χρυσοχερίου: Th is is the genitive form of a noun χρυσοχέριος or χρυ-χρυσοχερίου: Th is is the genitive form of a noun χρυσοχέριος or χρυ-: This is the genitive form of a noun χρυσοχέριος or χρυ-χρυσοχέριος or χρυ- or χρυ-χρυ-
σοχείριος, not yet attested in papyrus documents or in Greek literature.13 A 

9 Sijpesteijn (n. 3). 
10 Or, as he proposes alternatively, Χρυσοχερίας.
11 For the absence of the article τoῦ before papponymica in mummy labels from 

Panopolis, see, e.g., W. Spiegelberg, Aegyptische und Griechische Eigennamen aus Mum-
mienetiketten der römischen Kaiserzeit (Leipzig 1901), nrs. 2, 25, 40, 49, 55. Moreover, 
as D. Hagedorn notes, in Greek ostraka from the Theban area the absence of the article 
τοῦ before a papponymic seems quite normal. Less relevant for the presence / absence 
of the article are the (now slightly antiquated) studies by F. Eakin, “The Greek Article 
in First and Second Century Papyri,” AJP 37 (1916) 333-340, esp. 336-338, and C.W.E. 
Miller, “Note on the Use of the Article before the Genitive of the Father’s Name in 
Greek Papyri,” AJP 37 (1916) 341-348. The matter might profit from a reinvestigation.

12 C.Étiq.Mom. 643 = TM 30104.
13 For an alternation of –χεριος/-χειριος, see Hdn. Περὶ ὀρθογραφίας, 3.2, p. 588. 

One may also compare St.Byz. Ethnika 609, where the name of the territory appears as 

Σαραπίων Ἑρμαίσκου χρυσοχερίου 
[[ἔναγχος]] ἐξηγητεύων ἔνα[[ρ]]γχος 
ἐτελεύτησεν ἐτῶν 
ν̅ε̅

Sarapion, son of Hermaïskos “goldfinger,” 
holding the office of exegetes lately 
died at the age of 
55.
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masculine personal name Χρυσοχέρης is attested only in late literature,14 and 
the same goes for the personal name Χρυσόχειρ.15 The latter is also attested in 
Greek literature as a title meaning “the one with gold on his hands,” “knight,” 
since this apparently refers to rings.16

The noun χρυσοχέριος/-χείριος may be explained as a further thematic 
development, through some form of adjectivization (suffix -*yos), from the 
compound noun χρυσόχειρ, or as a new compound of the noun χρυσός and 
the adjective χείριος.17 The meaning of both formations is the same: “the one 
with golden hands / gold on his hands.” 

In the various editions of this mummy label χρυσοχέριος has been inter-χρυσοχέριος has been inter- has been inter-
preted as (1) the second name (alias) of Hermaïskos,18 or as (2) the name of 
Sarapion’s grandfather.19

Now we observe that in mummy labels it is not exceptional to find alias-
names. While usually these are introduced by expressions like ἐπικαλούμενος, 
“also called,” or ὁ καί, “too,”20 they sometimes occur without any indication and 
without the article.21

As to the second option, it should be kept in mind that often enough in 
our documents an article is absent before a papponymic, while in other docu-
ments it does appear in the same position (cf. above, n. 10).

Ταύχερα / Ταύχειρα, the ethnikon connected with it as Ταυχέριος / Ταυχείριος.
14 In the accusative in Thphn. Chron., p. 468. The name is considered an eponym in 

Phot. Epist. 134 and Contra Manichaeos, 173.
15 Georgius Cedrenus, Compendium historiarum, Constantinus VII Porphyrogeni-

tus, De thematibus, Josephus Genesius, Βασιλεῖαι, or Joannes Scylitzes, Synopsis histori-
arum. The name Χρυσοχέρις – either derived from Χρυσοχέριος, with the omicron lost 
(see J. A. Berenguer-Sánchez and J. Rodríguez Somolinos, “Sur la flexion nominale en 
–ις, -ιν,” in B. Palme (ed.), Akten des 23. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses [Vienna 
2007]), or a corruption for Χρυσοχέρης – is also attested, see Petrus, Historia utilis et 
refutatio Manichaeorum vel Paulicianorum 67.

16 As explained in the scholium to Luc. Tim. 20: ἢ τοῖς δακτυλίοις περιαυγαζόμενοι 
τοῖς χρυσοῖς ἢ δι’ εὐπορίαν ὑπερβάλλουσαν χειροπληθῶς τὸν χρυσὸν διασπείροντες.

17 A compound noun with a second element in –χαίριος (cf. Lat. Eucherius) seems 
unlikely.

18 By Leemans (n. 6) and Le Blant (n. 8). On the absence of an introduction of the 
alias name in question, cf. below.

19 By Sijpesteijn (n. 3).
20 E.g. SB 1.1197 = C.Étiq.Mom. 1970; SB 1.2277 = C.Étiq.Mom. 2030; SB 1.4968 = 

C.Étiq.Mom. 362; SB 1.5416 = C.Étiq.Mom. 435.
21 See, e.g., SB 1.1204 = C.Étiq.Mom. 112 and SB 1.5441 = C.Étiq.Mom. 1730. On the 

nickname “the sparrow” and his family, see T. Derda, “Στρουθός, pḏḏ, an Example of a 
Bilingual Nickname: Reconsideration of SB I 5441”, ZPE 65 (1986) 187-190.
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Next to these two options we think it is also possible to understand this 
as a nickname meaning “goldhand” or even “goldfinger” (pars pro toto). Such 
a nickname could refer to a skilful person (an outstanding craftsman or – 
metaphorically – someone with an exceptional ability to make money).22 In 
general, mummy labels often present the profession of the deceased or of his 
or her father (and often enough without the article) in the same way as in our 
mummy label.23

In sum, it is quite possible that χρυσοχέριος/-χείριος can be taken as a 
nickname of  Ἑρμαίσκος, based on his excellent qualities. In the fi nal end, how-ίσκος, based on his excellent qualities. In the fi nal end, how-, based on his excellent qualities. In the fi nal end, how- based on his excellent qualities. In the final end, how-
ever, we feel unable to pronounce a clear preference for any of the three options.

2 [[ἔναγχος]]: as stated already above,  the first word of the second line 
is only written in red ink and not incised. We think that the text of the mummy 
label was first drafted by the scribe with red ink, then incised and filled with 
black ink afterwards. This procedure is found in other mummy labels as well.24

A close reading of this word on the photo of the wooden tablet reveals 
that even though the ink is faded, the letter before the χ resembles a γ rather 
than a ρ, as read thus far. 

The Greek term ἔναγχος, “lately, recently,” is not yet attested in mummy 
labels, and at first sight two interpretations seem possible in our text:

22 In the same way as some other nicknames composed with χρυσο- like χρυσόστο-χρυσο- like χρυσόστο-- like χρυσόστο-χρυσόστο-
μος, the epithet of orators. A parallel compound / nickname based upon two words, one 
indicating a material and the other a part of the human body, and related to a profes-
sion, is σκυτοβραχίων, “the one with a leather arm.” Suda s.v. Διονύσιος Μυτιληναῖος 
(Δ 1175) says that he was nicknamed σκυτοβραχίων and also σκυτεύς, “shoemaker.”

23 For example SB 1.1191 = C.Étiq.Mom. 105: Ματρῶνα / γυνὴ Ἀπολ/λωνίου 
ἰατρ(οῦ), “Matrona, wife of Apollonios the physician”; SB 1.3439 = C.Étiq.Mom. 198: 
Βῆσις θυγάτηρ Πανίσκου γεωμέτρου, “Besis, daughter of Paniskos the geometer” (in 
this mummy label the recto is written in black ink and the verso, featuring the same 
text, in red ink); SB 1.4218 = C.Étiq.Mom. 353: Ψενθατρῆτος / μητρὸς Σενπε/τεβήκιος, 
θρυο/π<ώ>λης (ed.princ.: �ρυο/πα�ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-�ρυο/πα�ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-/πα�ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-πα�ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-α�ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-ς), “(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-(Body of) Psenthatres whose mother was Sen-
petebekis, the reed seller”; SB 1.4387 = C.Étiq.Mom. 361: Πανισκεῦτος /κουρέως σῆμα, 
“The mummy of Paniskeus, the barber”; SB 1.4970 = C.Étiq.Mom. 2045: Μίκκα/λος 
Διδ/ύμου να/υπηγὸς / Πανῶ(ν πόλεως), “Mikkalos, son of Didymos, the shipbuilder 
of Panopolis” (note that the Sammelbuch editor inserts a full stop after ναυπηγός, re-ναυπηγός, re-, re-
solving only Πανῶ(ν)).

24 J. Quaegebeur, “Mummy labels: An Orientation,” in E. Boswinkel and P.W. Pestman 
(eds.), Textes grecs, démotiques et bilingues (Leiden 1978) 239 states: “Some inscriptions 
were cut after the signs or letters had been first drawn in ink.” See also B. Boyaval, “Le 
transport des momies et ses problèmes,” in F. Hinard (ed.), La mort au quotidien dans 
le monde romain (Paris 1995) 112.
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(1) the adverb ἔναγχος (in itself looking like a regular Greek adjective 
ending in –ος) is connected with the office ἐξηγητεύων: “lately holding the 
office of exegetes.”25 In the papyri it appears, when modifying a participle, a 
substantivized participle.26

(2) The adverb ἔναγχος is to be taken in connection with the verb 
ἐτελεύτησεν and must be understood as “he died recently at the age of 55.” 
Phrasings stressing a premature or, at least, an unexpected death are attested in 
mummy labels. Likewise, expressions modifying the precise moment in which 
the deceased died occur,27 but to date the adverb ἔναγχος has never been used. 
While the first option cannot be ruled out, the second option is marginally 
preferable in view of the new reading of the third word on this line. In our ren-
dering of the text we have deemed it wise to leave the matter open as much as 
possible by taking ἔναγχος apo koinou with both ἐξηγητεύων and ἐτελεύτησεν.

As regards our reading ἔνα〚ρ〛γχος, on top of the word’s fourth letter the 
photo shows an extra stroke, suggesting a scribal correction. The person who 
incised the text into the wood produced a ρ instead of a γ probably because 
the use of ἔναρχος in connection with ἐξηγητ�ς was more familiar than the 
use of the adverb ἔναγχος.28 When he noticed the mistake, probably because 
of the previous draft, he incised a horizontal stroke on top of the ρ, leaving its 
loop untouched.

A reading ἔναγχος in this position, therefore, makes the first inked draft 
agree with the final incised version, and maintains a logical syntax for the text.

25 For the office of exegetes see D. Hagedorn, “Prosopographie der Exegeten der 
Städte und Metropolen Ägyptens,” P.Hamb. 4, pp. 217-271. This mummy label is his 
text nr. 259.

26 E.g. P.Lond. 2.198, P.Thmouis 1, and P.Lond. 5.1708.
27 E.g. SB 1.2632 + T. Möller 23 = C.Étiq.Mom. 196: �μωσιῶτος Σανσνῶτος 

Ψεντφῶτος· / ἐβίωσεν ἐτῶν κ πλ�ρης ἕως Χοι(̣άκ), “(Body of) Thmosios, daughter of 
Sansnos, son of Psentphos. She lived 20 years in full until Choiak.”

28 The problematic use of ἔναρχος in this position was noted by Sijpesteijn (n. 3) 
222: “the combination of ἐξηγητέυων and ἔναρχος, and the order in which these words 
are used (in this connection it totally escapes me why ‘ἔναρχος’ has been written with 
ink before ‘ἐξηγητέυων’ but afterwards not incised).” Ἔναρχος in connection with the 
charge appears in, e.g., P.Mil. 1.2.63; P.Coll.Youtie 1.28; P.Mil.Vog. 4.221; P.Ryl. 2.120, 
P.Oxy. 31.2584. The normal use of ἔναρχος with the charge ἐξηγητ�ς (but never with 
the present active participle), and the clear ρ, must have influenced the editions of the 
mummy label.
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Abstract
The text of a Vienna papyrus reedited by the authors in 1983 is im-
proved on the basis of digital scans; as a result, the numbers in the 
account now yield a consistent ratio between grams of gold and 
amounts given in bronze talents, confirming a date in the 350s.

Some thirty years ago, as part of an article on “Five Papyri on Fourth Cen-
tury Money and Prices,” we published from a photograph a full transcription 
of P.Vindob. G 14015, which had previously been published in part by A. Segrè 
from a transcript of Carl Wessely and then reprinted as SB 3.7034.1 Our text 
was reproduced as SB 16.12818. In the course of preparing for publication a 
papyrus from Kellis, Worp revisited this text in an effort to tease out the pat-
tern of the relationship between the amounts of gold listed and the number 
of talents, a problem left unsolved in the introduction to our edition (“At all 
events, we consider that the use of this papyrus for the history of gold prices 
in the fourth century is at present impossible,” p. 14). 

Thanks to an excellent color digital scan now available on the web site of 
the Austrian National Library, we have been able both to observe one omis-
sion from our published text (a typing error not caught in our proofreading, 
evidently, as the reading is obvious) and to improve some of the readings in 
the most difficult parts of the text. We present below a new text and comment 
on the major differences.

 Ν[ε]μέσιλλα Ἀρχηβί[ο]υ̣ δέδωκεν̣ 
 ὑπὲρ λόγ̣ου χρυσοῦ β̣ο̣υ̣[ρ]δώνων χ̣ρ̣(υσοῦ) 

1 BASP 20 (1983) 1-17; P.Vindob. G 14015 is on 12-15; earlier bibliography there. It 
should be noted (BASP 21 [1984] 235) that although the article was signed by both of 
us, for some reason the running head and table of contents listed only Bagnall as author.
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 γράμματα τεσερακ̣οσοκτόν̣, (γίνεται) γρ(άμματος) μη΄. 
4 Ὡρίων σεσημίομαι.
 ___________________________________________ 
 vacat 2 cm

 κ[λ](ηρονόμοι) .[.]. . .αρτ̣. .ερμ.[. .] 
  γρ(άμματος) ι̅β̣̅΄ μ̅η̅΄ (τάλαντα) ρ 
6 Νε̣[μ]έ̣σ̣ιλλα Ἁρχη[βίου] γρ(άμματος) μ ̅η̅΄ ρ̅ϙβ̅̅΄ (τάλαντα) κε 
 Ἁρποχρᾶς  Ὥρου γρ(άμματος) μ̅η̅΄ ρ̅ϙβ̅̅΄ (τάλαντα) κε 
8 Ἑρμῖνο[ς] . .ιωνου γρ(άμματος) ϙ̣[̅ϛ̅́ ] ρ̣̅[ϙβ̅̅΄ τ̅π̅δ̅΄] (τάλαντα) ιζ 
 Διοδώρα Κάστωρος γ[ρ(άμματος)] ς̣̅΄ κ̅δ̅΄ ϙς̅ ̅΄ ́  (τάλαντα) σι ̣ 
 . . . σ̣ια̣̣ . . [γρ(άμματος)              ] (τάλαντα) κ ιη 
 . . [ . ] . ια̣ . . . . . traces [(τάλαντα)] ρπ 
12 κ̣λ̣(ηρονόμοι) Φίβιος γ̣ρ̣(άμματος) [            ] . . . ε 
 Πα . . . . ης traces (τάλαντα) . . 
 . . . . . Σιλβα[νοῦ] [γ]ρ̣(άμματος) [μ̅η̅ ΄ρ̅ϙβ̅̅ ΄τ̅π̅δ̅΄] (τάλαντα) κ̣η̣ 
 Μέλ̣ας Διοσκόρου γρ(άμματος) [         ] (τάλαντα) οδ 
16 Σιλβ̣ανὸς Ἀνουβ̣ί[ων]ος γρ(άμματος) κ̣δ̣΄ μ̣η̣΄ (τάλαντα) ξ 
 . . . ο̣ς̣ Ἑρμαπόλλωνος γρ(άμματος) κ ̅δ̅΄μ̅η̅΄ (τάλαντα) ϙ 
 Μέ̣λας Χ̣ούιτο̣ς γρ(άμματος) κ̅δ̅΄μ̅η̅΄ (τάλαντα) ξ 
 Πκῦλις διάκων γρ(άμματος) ιβ̣̣΄ϙς΄ (τάλαντα) ϙ 

2 χρυσοῦ om. BASP 3 l. γράμματος, τεσσαρακοστογδοόν 4 l. 
σεσημείωμαι 8 γρ(άμματος) ϙ̣[̅ϛ̅́ ] ρ̣̅[ϙβ̅̅΄ τ̅π̅δ̅΄] : γ̣ρ. μ̅[̅η̅ ̅.̅ ̅.̅]̅ BASP 9  ς̣̅΄ om. 
BASP; σι: σε̣ BASP 10 [γρ(άμματος)              ]: traces BASP; (τάλαντα) 
κ ιη: κ om. BASP 11 traces:  blank in BASP 12 γ̣ρ̣(άμματος) [            ]: 
blank in BASP; talents amount  blank in BASP  13 (τάλαντα) . . : blank in 
BASP 14 [γ]ρ̣(άμματος) [μ̅η̅΄ ρ̅ϙβ̅̅΄ τ̅π̅δ̅΄]: blank in BASP; (τάλαντα) κ̣η̣: Ἑ 
BASP 16 ξ: ζ BASP 18 ξ: . BASP 19 ϙ: . BASP

From the best-preserved lines with round numbers (lines 5-7) it is clear 
that the writer’s standard equation was 1/48 gram = 20 talents. This equation 
also accounts for lines 16-18, which are somewhat less well preserved (as newly 
read in lines 16 and 18) but we think convincing. Our reading in line 19 now 
also works (1/12 + 1/96 = 4.5 x 1/48). In lines 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, and 15, matters 
are not quite so straightforward, and in lines 12-13 we cannot read any of the 
numbers in their entirety. Because the fractions of a gram are hardly readable 
in lines 10 and 11, it is lines 8, 9, and 15 that require more detailed note below.

An equivalence of 20 talents = 1/48 gram gives a value for the pound of 
gold of 276,480 (or 276,500, as we would round it in our number system). As 
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we noted in BASP (p. 12), this equivalence has long been noted, but only now 
can we say with confidence that all fully readable lines actually agree with it. 
This equivalence would have been impossible before the currency reform and 
revaluation of 351, when the figure jumped by an order of magnitude. Because 
it is an official equation used in calculation of a tax, however, we cannot as-
sume that we are dealing with the exact market value of gold at the time of the 
papyrus, and it seems best simply to say that the date of the papyrus should 
be in the 350s.

8 Th e fi gure of 17 talents could readily explained (with slight down- Th e fi gure of 17 talents could readily explained (with slight down-The figure of 17 talents could readily explained (with slight down-
ward rounding) as 1/96 (10 talents), 1/192 (5 talents), and 1/384 (2.5 talents). 
Enough survives to support the first two elements; there is space for 1/384 to 
be restored, but we do not see any traces of it. The smallest fraction of a gram 
we can cite with certainty from parallels is 1/96 (P.Dubl. 22.7 and several times 
in P.Panop. 19). But it is likely that the fraction of 1/192 in P.Stras. 8.737.9 is 
also of a gram; the relevant word is lost at the start of that line.  

9 Th e fractions 1/6 1/24 1/96 make 21/96, or (working from the equiva- Th e fractions 1/6 1/24 1/96 make 21/96, or (working from the equiva-The fractions 1/6 1/24 1/96 make 21/96, or (working from the equiva-
lence established above) 10.5 x 1/48, or 10.5 x 20 = 210 talents. The reading of 
1/6 is far from clear, as is that of the iota (10) in the talents number, but both 
are plausible and they yield an answer consistent with the other lines.

10 We see at the right side of this line a kappa; one might try reading 
chi, but we do not find this persuasive, and it is vastly larger than any other 
number in the account. It is followed by a vertical that can hardly be anything 
but iota, and then an eta. We suppose that the scribe first wrote kappa for 20, 
then iota-eta for 18, without clearly crossing out the kappa. (We cannot exclude 
the possibility that he canceled the kappa in a fashion that we can no longer 
detect.) It is unclear what may have stood in the lacuna where the fractions of 
a gram were stated and whether this will have included correction, so we have 
abstained from restoring it. We thank Bernhard Palme for checking the align-
ment of the papyrus at this point and providing an improved scan of the results.

11 Only a tiny trace survives in the portion of the surface where the 
fractions of a gram should be given, but the reading of 180 talents is clear. The 
series 1/6  1/48 (or 9/48) would yield that result precisely.

12 The epsilon at the end of the line seems clear enough. It would be 
tempting to restore the numeral as 25, as in lines 6 and 7, but the traces preced-
ing it are not sufficient to support such a reading, and other numbers ending 
in 5 are perfectly imaginable. If so, one would suppose that 1/192 would be at 
the end of the fractions of a gram.
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14 Not enough survives of the fractions (just a couple of scattered traces) 
to establish what was written.  

15 The numeral 74 seems secure to us. The equivalent fractions of a gram 
would be 1/24 1/48 1/96 1/384 1/768 (cf. note to line 8). As almost nothing 
remains on the surface, we cannot verify this as a reading; moreover, the space 
seems inadequate for it. We are more likely to be dealing with some sort of 
approximation, but we cannot say what that was. On the individual mentioned 
here see the note to line 19.

16-17 In both lines we find  1/24 1/48 = 3/48, which should give the 
numeral 60. In line 16 this is clear, but it is equally clear that in 17 the scribe 
has written qoppa in the same manner as in line 19. (In both cases it might 
easily be taken for phi, but this is not possible.) We can only suppose that this 
is an error, probably in repeating the fractions, as it disagrees with all other 
readable equivalences.

19 Pkylis the deacon also has an entry  in P.Herm.Landl. G 200, and 
in line 15 occurs a man Melas son of Dioskoros who may be compared 
with P.Herm.Landl. G 164 = F 376; this evidence helps to support the view 
that the two texts are (more or less) contemporaneous. 
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Abstract
The administration of natural resources in Roman Egypt deserves 
more scholarly attention. Focusing on a number of case studies, this 
paper collects some of the relevant data, considers the extraction of 
natural resources, their transport, and administration, and suggests 
questions for further study. The Roman state carefully regulated the 
supply and sale of natural resources, and their administration was 
carried out by contractors and liturgists who were also regulated. 
While the state was able to profit directly from the exploitation of 
natural resources, it was also able to devolve their administration onto 
the local population. This paper seeks to understand some ways in 
which Rome made demands on its provincial territory.

The Roman state’s control over and administration of natural resources 
in the province of Egypt has not received sufficient scholarly attention. Egypt’s 
wealth in a wide range of resources, agricultural produce, stones and minerals, 
and papyrus, among many other products, is well known. Recent research has 
focused largely on agriculture and the economy of Egypt and the wider Roman 
world or on detailed analyses of estate management or tenancy within the land 
economy.2 There has also been much work on the extractive industries, princi-

1 My thanks to Matt Gibbs, and to the anonymous referees, for comments on an 
earlier draft. 

2 D. Rathbone. Economic Rationalism in Third Century AD Egypt: The Heroninus 
Archive and the Appianus Estate (Cambridge 1991), D. Kehoe, Management and Invest-
ment on Estates in Roman Egypt during the Early Empire (Bonn 1992), and J. Rowland-
son, Landowners and Tenants in Roman Egypt, the Social Relations of Agriculture in the 
Oxyrhynchite Nome (Oxford 1996), with the discussion of A.K. Bowman, “Quantifying 
Egyptian Agriculture,” in A.K. Bowman and A. Wilson (eds.), Quantifying the Roman 
Economy: Methods and Problems (Oxford 2009) 177-204.
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pally the quarries of the Eastern Desert.3 Otherwise, little has been done since 
the monumental work of Alan Chester Johnson, published as part of Tenney 
Frank’s Economic Survey of Ancient Rome.4 This gathers evidence for a wide 
range of economic issues in Roman Egypt, from both literary sources and the 
papyrological record published before 1936. Thus it serves as a starting point, 
but it is out of date, and a modern synthesis of evidence published since would 
be a valuable addition to the literature.

The purpose of this paper is to study the most interesting evidence for a 
range of natural resources, using them as case studies, in order to explore some 
themes arising from them. First the evidence is diverse, spread over a wide 
chronological period (making a picture of development over time extremely 
difficult to achieve), and is also widely spread geographically (raising a num-
ber of questions of typicality). The second issue is the desirability of putting 
together a huge range of archaeological evidence, and even more importantly 
placing this alongside the documentary evidence: what we need is a compre-
hensive study of the production and consumption or use of resources, which 
would then offer some idea of the relationship between point of production 
and point of use (where this was different).5 But, quarries aside, the archaeolog-
ical evidence for Roman Egypt is poor, and there is virtually nothing preserved 
to give us a clear picture of the processing of resources. This is because little 
archaeological evidence remains of the cities of Roman Egypt and especially of 
Alexandria, the main focus, for example, of the glass industry. This problem is 
exacerbated for Alexandria because few documents are preserved which come 
from the city, and as a consequence we have to rely on literary sources, which 
only occasionally offer an account of such activities: “the city is rich, wealthy 
and prosperous. Some are glass blowers, some are making paper, and others 
are engaged in weaving linen; everybody at least seems to be engaged in some 
occupation.”6 Papyrological evidence, although promising in what it can reveal 
about resources and industries in the chora of Egypt, still presents problems, 
and it can hardly be said that we have a complete picture. Again the problem 
lies in the fact that we have comparatively little evidence from the cities of 

3 See A. Hirt, Imperial Mines and Quarries in the Roman World (Oxford 2010) for 
the most recent discussion of quarries, taking account of recent archaeological work at 
Mons Claudianus and Mons Porphyrites, and superseding K. Fitzler, Steinbrüche und 
Bergwerke im ptolemäsichen und römischen Ägypten (Leipzig 1910).

4 A.C. Johnson, Roman Egypt to the Reign of Diocletian (Baltimore 1936).
5 Some material in this direction can be found in P. van Dommelen and A.B. Knapp 

(eds.) Material Connections in the Ancient Mediterranean: Mobility, Materiality and 
Identity (Oxford 2010).

6 SHA, Saturninus 8.
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Egypt – the metropoleis. What we do have a better picture of is the different 
economies based on agricultural estates. In such settings, a whole range of 
secondary economic activities took place, ranging from the brewing of beer, 
to weaving, oil and wine production, and dying and fulling, among others.

This paper, rather than considering the production and working of the 
products, seeks to understand the administration of the resources by the Ro-
man state, the ways in which an imperial power tapped provincial resources 
and imposed itself on a population. It will focus on a range of important prod-
ucts, alum, natron, timber, and salt, and on fish and fishing rights, which had 
a range of different uses. What follows is a description of what evidence we 
have with some generalizing observations. The production and sale of these 
resources were carefully controlled by the Roman government; a fuller under-
standing of how this worked would be highly desirable.7

 Under the Ptolemies, monopolies existed for a wide range of different 
commodities. The system of monopolies was much less apparent in the Ro-
man period, although it is interesting that government control over natural 
resources and the most commonly used commodities continued, even if in 
slightly different form, more properly seen as state regulation than monopolies. 
The production and sale of these commodities was carefully regulated, but also 
the transport of them was controlled to a similar level, through state contracts 
with private transporters. There is also a curious link to taxation, which further 
allowed the state to control and profit from natural resources. These, then, are 
our main themes: state control of production, the transport of commodities by 
contractors, and, finally, other ways in which commodities could be exploited. 
The stories that are told in our evidence are local in character, concerning the 
Oxyrhynchite and Arsinoite nomes, but they have a more general relevance, 
and the patterns that can be seen, even if specific details, institutions, and 
procedures may have no parallel, have a wider resonance.

7 Discussion in S.L. Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian (Princeton 
1938) 181-190; some issues are glossed in R. Taubenschlag, The Law or Graeco-Roman 
Egypt in the Light of the Papyri (332 BC – 640 AD), 2nd ed. (Warsaw 1955). Still useful 
is F. Heichelheim, “Monopol,” RE 16.1.147-99. There are some useful comments in 
J. Bingen, “Le papyrus Revenue Laws: tradition grecque et adaptation hellénistique,” 
Rheinisch-Westfälische Akadamie der Wissenschaften, Vorträge G 231 (Opladen 1978) 
(translated in Hellenistic Egypt: Monarchy, Society, Economy, Culture [Berkeley 2007] 
157-188).
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Alum (στυπτηρία)

Alum is a chemical compound of potassium and aluminium sulphate. It 
was mined from the pharaonic period onwards and used for a variety of pur-
poses: tawing leather, dyeing, and treating fabrics,8 glass production,9 and for 
medicinal and cosmetic purposes.10 It is found in the Western Desert oases of 
Dakhla and Kharga, where it was mined until comparatively recently in some 
quantity.11 In the early Arab period, some 44 tons were mined and taken to 
Cairo annually.12  Alum was well known to Pliny the Elder, who considered 
the Egyptian variety to be the finest.13

The production, transport, and sale of alum were carefully regulated by 
the state. A small number of texts give us some idea of its administration.14 
The mining of alum was leased by the state to μισθωταί (contractors),15 who 
usually acted collectively, but could act individually.16 They seem to be involved 
not only in the production of alum itself, but also with its transport by third 

8 P. Nicholson and I. Shaw (eds.), Ancient Egyptian Materials and Technology (Cam-
bridge 2000) s.v. alum. For a comprehensive discussion of alum and its trade through 
the ages, see C. Singer, The Earliest Chemical Industry: An Essay in the Historical Rela-
tions of Economics and Technology illustrated from the Alum Trade (London 1948), 
now outdated.

9 B. Gratuze and M. Picon, “Utilisation par l’industrie verrière des sels d’alun des 
oasis égyptiennes au début du premier millénaire avant notre ère,” in P. Borgard, J-P. 
Brun, and M. Picon (eds.), L’alun de Méditerranée (Naples and Aix-en-Provence 2005) 
269-276.

10 See in general R.S. Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton 1993) 146, for uses.
11 See M. Picon, M. Vichy, and P. Ballet, “L’alun des oasis occidentales d’Égypte. 

Recherches sur le terrain et recherches en laboratoire,” in Borgard, Brun, and Picon 
(n. 9) 43-58.

12 See G. Wagner, Les Oasis d’Égypte à l’époque grecque, romaine et byzantine d’après 
les documents grecs (Cairo 1987) 306-309.

13 NH 35.52, also Hdt. 2.180; A. Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries, 4th 
ed. Rev. J.R. Harris (London 1962) 257-259.

14 T. Kruse, “P. Heid. Inv. G 5166 und die Organisation des Alaunmonopols im kaiser-
zeitlichen Ägypten,” in J. Frösén, T. Purola, and E. Salmenkievi (eds.), Proceedings of the 
24th International Congress of Papyrology (Helsinki 2007) 523-548, publishes a new text 
relating to the alum administration, and offers the most recent and detailed treatment.

15 We know little of the process of allocating monopolies.
16 P.Oxy. 12.1429 (AD 300), acting individually; P.Oxy. 31.2567 (AD 253), acting 

collectively. On collective action, see most recently M. Gibbs, “Trade Associations in 
Roman Egypt: Their Raison d’Être,” Ancient Society 41 (2011) 291-315, who is right to 
distinguish between collective action and the operation of a “college.”
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parties and eventual sale.17 A notable pattern in Roman Egypt is that con-
tracts for tax collection and other essential tasks were farmed out to μισθωταί; 
when none could be found, they came to be overseen by liturgical supervisors 
(ἐπιτηρηταί).18 These ἐπιτηρηταὶ στυπτηρίας were drawn from the bouleutic 
class and were appointed as a board of three, at least in the evidence we have.19 
Their primary responsibility was to draw up accounts of alum every five days.20 
These accounts were produced in sextuplicate, copies being sent to the office of 
the dioiketes, oikonomos, and the archives of the procurator ad Mercurium in 
Alexandria, and presumably the lessees of the monopoly.21 In one of the most 
intriguing documents, the report is addressed, if the reading is correct, to the 
overseer of the prefect’s correspondence.22 This arrangement probably reflects 
a whole series of earlier changes to the administration of such contracts, which 
had come into force by the third-century.

Other documents mentioning alum concern its transport, and a small 
range of taxes paid on this. One second-century text from the Arsinoite nome, 
is a receipt for payment to a transporter, through the bank of Sabinus, for the 
transport of 30 light talents of alum (12 metal talents) from the Small Oasis 

17 P.Oxy. 12.1429 (AD 300): the lessee of the contract describes himself as μισθωτ(ὴς) 
ἀσχολ(ήματος) στυπτηρίας. The use of ἀσχόλ(ημα) suggests production and sale; cf. 
ll. 1-2n. The word is also used in P.Oxy. 31.2567 (AD 253), suggesting onward sale to 
retailers.

18 BGU 3.697 = W.Chr. 321 = Sel.Pap. 2.370 (AD 145); P Col. 8.228 (AD 205/6); P Oxy. 
17.2116 (AD 229); P.Oxy. 31.2567 (AD 253), on which, see A. Jördens, Statthalterliche 
Verwaltung in der römischen Kaizerzeit. Studien zum praefectus Aegypti (Stuttgart 2009) 
302.

19 N. Lewis, The Compulsory Public Services of Roman Egypt, 2nd ed. (Florence 1997) 
28-30.

20 On penthemeral accounts, see A. Abd-el-Ghany, “Notes on the Penthemeral Re-
ports of Revenues Accounts in Roman Egypt,” ZPE 82 (190) 107-13, and P.Pintaudi, 
pp. 124-128. Most likely the tightening up in the supervision of these matters was an 
innovation of Trajan, as the earliest penthemeros report dates to AD 119, but subsequent 
changes must have taken place after the introduction of town councils into the cities 
of the chora after AD 200.

21 The archive of the procurator seems a more plausible interpretation of P.Oxy. 
17.2116, where we might read [Ἕρ]μαικόν instead of [Ῥω]μαικόν, as suggested by G. 
Rickman, Roman Granaries and Storebuildings (Oxford 1971) 305. On the Procurator 
ad Mercurium, see F. Beutler-Kränzel, “Procurator ad Mercurium,” in B. Palme (ed.), 
Akten des 23. internationalen Papyrologenkongresses (Vienna 2001) 53-56, and Jördens 
(n. 18) 200-201.

22 P.Oxy. 17.2116: ἐπιτηρητὴς ἡγεμονικῶν ἐπιστολῶν καὶ ἄλλων; see P.Oxy. 51.3615 
intro.
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to the Arsinoite.23 The transporter, Panouphis from the village of Soknopaiou 
Nesos, had paid a customs toll of 1 drachmas 3 obols, in total 45 drachmas, 
and a fee of 7 drachmas 3 obols per talent, a total of 90 drachmas, so in all 
135 drachmas. The transaction is ordered by the ἐπιτηρηταί of alum in the 
Arsinoite nome (which may show that each nome had a separate administra-
tion, and that there were regional variations in practice).

 There are interesting aspects to this text. First, Panouphis is a professional 
transporter: he is mentioned in quite a few customs house receipts from the 
Fayum, and his coming from the village of Soknopaiou Nesos is also an indi-
cation, for inhabitants of this village seem to have specialized in transport.24 
Second, he is paid for transport, and costs for customs duties are covered. 
The bank of Sabinus is also well known to us, as it is through it that a number 
of payments for state transport are paid, and therefore the administration of 
the transport of alum bears comparison with transport of grain and other tax 
commodities.25

In another document concerning the transport of alum, this time prob-
ably from the Oxyrhynchite nome, one Heliammon pays 38 drachmas 4 obols 
to the ἐπιτηρηταί of alum, but also ἐπιτηρηταί of the ὑποκείμενα, for transport 
on three camels and three donkeys.26 We have no record of how much alum 
was transported, and the talent weights mentioned in the previous document 
are obscure to us. It is notable that the ἐπιτηρηταί were also responsible for 
the collection of ὑποκείμενα. Just what this tax was in this case is unclear, but 
it is accepted that generally ὑποκείμενα were taxes usually paid in money to 
various officials and that it was a Roman innovation.27 The fact that no details 
of the amount of alum transported are adduced in the text suggests that it is 
not a receipt for customs dues, but rather that, along with P.Heid. inv. G. 5166, 
published by Kruse, this payment was made for the use of transport animals, 
perhaps according to a set rate.28 It may then be the case that transporting alum 

23 BGU 3.697 = W.Chr. 321 = Sel.Pap. 2.370 (AD 145).
24 C.E.P. Adams, Land Transport in Roman Egypt: A Study of Economics and Admin-

istration in a Roman Province (Oxford 2007) 240.
25 On the bank of Sabinus, see C. Geens, “Financial Archives of Graeco-Roman 

Egypt,” in K. Verboven, K. Vandorpe, and V. Chankowski (ed.), Pistoi dia tèn technèn: 
Bankers, Loans, and Archives in the Ancient World: Studies in Honour of Raymond Bo-
gaert (Leuven 2007) 133-152, esp. 147-149.

26 P.Col. 8.228 (AD 205/6).
27 See J.D. Thomas, The Epistrategos in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt. Part II: The Ro-

man Epistrategos (Opladen 1982) 219-221.
28 Kruse (n. 14).
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was also regulated by the state and concessions were under contract.29 How 
such contracts may have operated is unclear. It is possible that they were at-
tractive to professional transporters. Such specialists plied desert routes, which 
were both arduous and potentially dangerous.30 The payment of 90 drachmas 
for the transport of 12 talents of alum recorded in BGU 3.697, as we have 
seen, is also a payment to such a transporter.31  A possible parallel to this may 
be the case of the transport “company” owned by Nikanor, which operated in 
the Eastern Desert in the first century AD. Nikanor and his sons transported 
a wide range of commodities between Koptos, the main Nile emporium, and 
Myos Hormos and Berenike, the ports on the Red Sea coast. Much of that 
transported was destined to supply individuals living and working there, but 
importantly, one ostrakon records the delivery of wheat to soldiers based at 
Apollonos Hydreuma, a station on the route to Berenike. It is likely, as the 
delivery was part of a larger consignment intended as military supplies, that it 
was transported under government contract or license.32

A small number of other documents concern taxes on alum. An 
Oxyrhynchοs papyrus, probably of the late fourth century, preserves a frag-
mentary list of taxes on land, where land with alum (presumably) is taxed at 
a rate of 40,000 drachmas per aroura.33 An ostracon from Kellis preserves a 
receipt for the tax on alum, with a payment of either 60 or 600 silver drach-
mas.34 We would like to know more about how these taxes were levied, and also 
about how customs tolls were levied or waived. Only one document, from the 
Bahariya Oasis, hints at the kind of information set out in official reports of 
alum, where specified amounts of alum presumably collected on days of a par-
ticular month are set out, but it is so fragmentary that little can be made of it.35

All of this, of course, raises more questions than it provides answers. But 
before turning to these questions, it would be helpful to discuss other natural 
resources: salt, natron, fish (closely associated with salt), and finally timber. 
There is less evidence for these commodities, even though they were in com-
mon use, but such as does exist hints at similar administrative details and 
patterns in transport as seen with alum.

29 Kruse (n. 14) 531.
30 Adams (n. 24) 239-248.
31 Suggested by Kruse (n. 14) 532.
32 C.E.P. Adams, “Supplying the Roman Army: O. Petr. 245,” ZPE 109 (1995) 119-124.
33 P.Oxy. 16.1905 (late fourth century). On the date, see BL 8.251.
34 O.Kellis 24 (AD 314/5 or 328/9).
35 O.Bahria 14 = SB 20.14936 (third century).
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Salt and Natron

In the Ptolemaic period, the production of and trade in salt was carefully 
regulated. In the second-century BC, the right to sell salt was auctioned by 
the state to individuals,36 and there may have been some form of tax on its 
consumption. But the main salt tax was a capitation tax known as the ἁλική.37 
It was profitable and easy to levy a tax on such an important and central re-
source, and despite the tax being a capitation tax, it seems that some link 
with the actual product remained. In terms of production, this can easily be 
controlled by a state, for, as with the other resources discussed here, deposits 
of salt lay largely in marginal areas that could be easily monitored. However, 
the salt tax apart, despite the obvious importance of salt, this product is rarely 
mentioned in Ptolemaic papyri.38 A papyrus dating to the mid-second century 
BC, in which an individual is brought to justice for the illegal processing of 
rock-salt on his property, suggests some degree of control and some (though 
unclear) link between the distribution of salt and the salt tax.39 However, the 
present state of our evidence suggests less control in the Ptolemaic period than 
in the early Roman.40

In the Roman period, it seems that the production and sale of salt was 
carefully regulated by the state. Surprisingly, however, our information is thin, 
limited to evidence of concessions (granted by auction) and license fees paid 
to the state. We know little about its production. A third-century text from 
Hermopolis preserves a list of individuals allocated to various tasks, presum-

36 P.Tebt. 3.732 (C. 142 BC), a report to a dioiketes that the right to sell salt had been 
put up for auction by an ἐπιμελητής. The ἐπιμελητής seems to have had a general 
competence for financial matters within the nome, and was thus different in character 
from ἐπιμεληταί in the Roman period.

37 W. Clarysse and D. Thompson, Counting the People in Hellenistic Egypt, 2 vols. 
(Cambridge 2006) 2:38-39, who provide a full bibliography, to which should be added 
B. Muhs, Tax Receipts, Taxpayers, and Taxes in Early Ptolemaic Thebes (Chicago 2005) 
41-51, S. von Reden, Money in Ptolemaic Egypt: From the Macedonian Conquest to the 
end of the Third Century BC (Cambridge 2007) 65-67, and J. Manning, “Hellenistic 
Egypt,” in W. Scheidel, I. Morris, and R. Saller (eds.), The Cambridge Economic History 
of the Greco-Roman World (Cambridge 2007) 434-459, esp. 458.

38 H. Cadell, “Problèmes relatifs au sel dans la documentation papyrologique,” Atti 
dell’ XI congresso internationale di papirologia (Milan 1966) 272-285, collects the evi-
dence, to which add B. McGing, “Illegal Salt in the Lycopolite Nome,” APF 48 (2002) 
42-66 and texts published by Clarysse and Thompson (n. 35).

39 McGing (n. 38).
40 Clarysse and Thompson (n. 35) 2:38.
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ably by the state, including a number assigned to the salt works.41 However, one 
of the Oxyrhynchite texts concerning alum shows that the μισθωταί of alum 
production also supplied ochre and salt. It is likely that salt was produced in 
the Western oases, as was the case with alum. It is also found at Lake Mareotis 
near Alexandria, and at Siwa.42 It was an important commodity for everyday 
use, and was commonly imported into the Fayum, for example, for salting fish; 
its use must have been widespread in Egypt and elsewhere.43 Customs house 
receipts from the Fayum provide important evidence for the transport and 
consumption patterns of a range of commodities, and it is no coincidence that 
all but one of the receipts mentioning the import of salt come from Soknopaiou 
Nesos, the main customs station for routes to and from the Western Oases. It 
may also have been an important point of consumption, for it lay on the shores 
of Lake Moeris, which had a rich supply of fish.44 It is noteworthy also that 
these receipts record the 2.5% tax on much larger than normal consignments, 
where small caravans of up to eight camels are recorded, and the fact that the 
harbour of Memphis tax is not paid suggests consumption in the Fayum, prob-
ably Soknopaiou Nesos itself.

Although there is no evidence, the balance of probability suggests that 
the arrangements for transport would be the same; that the individuals in the 
customs receipts were paid for transport and reimbursed for their tax pay-
ments. As far as supervisors go, there is only marginal evidence from an Ar-
sinoite papyrus from Theadelpheia, which mentions an ἐπιτηρητὴς ἑρμηνίας 
ἁλοπωλ(ίων), who may have overseen the importation of salt and perhaps 
its storage and sale to merchants.45 What is tantalizing here is the use of the 
word ἑρμηνίας, for it suggests a connection with the office of the procurator ad 
Mercurium, and if this is correct, his further close involvement with another 

41 P.Ryl. 2.92 (third century): εἰς ἅλας. At col. ii 27 ἀπαχθεῖσι suggests that these were 
prisoners. See Gibbs (n. 16) 296, who further points out that the presence of a benefi-
carius denotes state involvement (cf. l. 15).

42 See Lucas (n. 13) 268-269 and Nicholson and Shaw (n. 8) s.v. salt.
43 J.K. Davies, “Setting the Scene,” in Z. H. Archibald, J. K. Davies, and G. J. Oliver 

(eds.), Hellenistic Economies (London and New York 2001) 24-26, for salt as an impor-
tant commodity, and more recently Clarysse and Thompson (n. 35) 2:36-38.

44 P.J. Sijpesteijn, Customs Duties in Graeco-Roman Egypt (Zutphen 1987) 58.
45 P.Fay. 23 (second century AD), with BL 1.129; 2.55 (it is unclear if salt merchant(s) 

[ἁλοπώλης] in this text is singular or plural – both appear in the BL; if the latter, it may 
point to an association); see also Stud.Pal. 10.125 (fifth or sixth century AD).
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natural resource.46 In the city of Arsinoe, similar salt stores (ἁλοπώλια) existed, 
indeed a city quarter took its name from them.47

As far as sale is concerned, this seems to have been carefully controlled. 
Indeed the Roman state, if we are to believe Livy, controlled the price of salt 
from an early date.48 The best evidence for this from Egypt comes from the Ar-
sinoite village of Tebtynis, where an ordinance relating to what appears to be an 
association of salt merchants fixes price levels for salt in the village market.49 It 
is clear that the association enjoyed exclusivity, for the clauses in the ordinance 
stop members from selling to traders and merchants outside the association. 
Another text shows that the salt-merchants were responsible for paying a tax 
to the state, the details of which were lodged in the village registry office.50 The 
same document suggests that different villages had their own salt merchants. 
The salt tax as a capitation tax in the Roman period is little understood, and 
at any rate, seems to vanish during the second century AD; its importance 
though needs to be stressed.51 Davies has pointed out that in British India in 
the early 20th century, “next to land, salt contributed the largest share to the 
Indian revenue.”52 As noted, its ubiquity and importance as a condiment and 
preservative made it a perfect target for regulation and taxation.

There is little evidence for natron in the papyri.53 Its sources were much 
the same, the Western desert, and most obviously the Wadi Natrun.54 That this 
resource too was carefully regulated like alum and salt is clear. A text of AD 
159, of unknown provenance, but most likely Oxyrhynchos, preserves an ac-

46 See P.Oxy. 31.2567.9n. On ἑρμηνεῖς, see W. Peremans, “Les ἑρμηνεῖς dans l’Égypte 
gréco-romaine,” in Das römishe-byzantinische Ägypten. Akten des internationalen Sym-
posions 26.-30. September 1978 in Trier (Mainz 1983) 11-17.

47 S. Daris, “I quartieri di Arsinoe in età romana,” Aegyptus 61 (1981) 43-54.
48 Livy 2.9.6 – the sale of salt was taken over by the Roman state as individuals were 

charging too much for it.
49 P.Mich. 5.245 (AD 47), with A. Boak, “The Organization of Gilds in Graeco-Roman 

Egypt,” TAPA 68 (1937) 212-220, and Gibbs (n. 16).
50 P.Mich. 2.123 (AD 46).
51 Wallace (n. 7) 183-184; D. Rathbone, “Egypt, Augustus, and Roman Taxation,” CCG 

4 (1993) 81-112, and M. Sharp, “Shearing Sheep: Rome and the Collection of Taxes in 
Egypt, 30 BC-AD 200,” in W. Eck (ed.), Lokale Autonomie und römische Ordnungsmacht 
in den kaiserzeitlichen Provinzen vom 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert (Oldenbourg 1999) 213-241, 
on taxation generally.

52 Davies (n. 41) 25, quoting Encyclopedia Brittanica 11th ed., 14:388b.
53 P.Col. 4.113 (275-226 BC); SB 16.12695 (AD 143); P.Mert. 2.70 (AD 159); BGU 

13.2359 (late third century AD); P.Abinn. 9 (mid fourth century AD).
54 Lucas, Harris (n. 13) 263-267 and Nicholson and Shaw (n. 8) s.v. natron.
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count drawn up by ἐπιτηρηταί of the transport tax on natron.55 In the period 
of one month, five ships, each carrying 100 slabs of natron, were assessed.  As 
the natron seems to be unprocessed, it is likely it is being shipped, possibly to 
Oxyrhynchos, for processing for use in making textiles.56 Salt and natron were 
both sold in the market at Oxyrhynchus, which we know from an important 
document concerning market taxes.57 Finally, a text from the fourth century 
archive of Abinnaeus preserves a letter written to Abinnaeus from a man who 
was presumably an overseer of the natron monopoly. It concerns the impound-
ing of smuggled natron, and the arrest and detention of the smugglers and 
their camels.58

Fish and Fishing

The river Nile not only provided water for irrigation, supplying permanent 
canals and irrigation channels as well, but also fish in great quantity. Lakes and 
marshes in the Fayum and Delta also yielded fish. Both fresh and preserved 
fish are mentioned frequently in the papyri, especially in private letters and 
accounts. The importance of fish and fishing, and its clear link with the produc-
tion and sale of salt for preserving them, has received scholarly attention, but 
it is worth setting out some important issues here.59 Papyrological evidence is 
central to our understanding of fishing and fish processing, but texts are not 

55 P.Mert. 2. 70 (AD 159).
56 P. van Minnen,  “The Volume of the Oxyrhynchite Textile Trade,” MBAH 5 (1986) 

88-95.
57 SB 16.12695. Natron is taxed at 6 dr. per 100 artabas.
58 P.Abinn. 9 (AD 346).
59 Apart from brief discussions in general works, the most useful treatments are 

M.C. Besta, “Pesca e pescatori nell’Egitto Greco-romano,” Aegyptus 2 (1921) 67-74, 
Johnson (n. 4) 335 and 375-378, H. Henne, “PSI 901 et la police de la pêche dans 
l’Égypte gréco-romaine dans ses rapports avec la religion,” Aegyptus 31 (1951) 184-191, 
J. Dumont, “La pêche dans le Fayoum hellénistique: traditions et nouveautés d’après le 
Papyrus Tebtynis 701,” CdÉ 52 (1977) 125-142, C.A. Nelson, “Official documents from 
the Berlin Museum. Report from Supervisors of Fishing,” MPL 2 (1977) 233-243, D.J. 
Brewer and R.F. Friedman, Fish and Fishing in Ancient Egypt (Warminster 1989), and 
H. Melaerts, “Pêche et pêcheurs à Tebtynis à l’époque romaine,” in L. Criscuolo and G. 
Geraci (eds.), Egitto e storia antica dell’ellenismo all’età araba: bilancio di un confronto 
(Bologna, 1989) 559-564. There is a useful discussion in R.I. Curtis, Garum and Salsa-
menta: Production and Commerce in Materia Medica (Leiden 1991) 131-141. On taxes, 
see Wallace (n. 7) 219-221 and Taubenschlag (n. 7) 664-666. Also H. Chaouliara-Raiou, 
Η αλιεία στην Αίγυπτο υπό το φως των ελληνικών παπύρων (= La pêche en Égypte à 
la lumière des papyrus grecs), part Α, vol. I: Les statuts, l’organisation et les impôts de la 



276 Colin Adams

plentiful, and archaeology, as with the other resources discussed here, reveals 
almost nothing at all. While the papyri may mention fish and fish products, 
they offer only a patchy picture of the industry. Yet more difficult to establish 
is how the state regulated or controlled fishing. Like other resources, fishing 
lent itself to state regulation, and provided considerable revenue to the state 
from taxes, and from the sale of fishing rights and license fees for selling fish. 
As with our other resources, questions are opened up about the ownership and 
use of marginal land and waterways. 

A number of salient points about fishing and fishing rights arise. In the 
Ptolemaic period all waterways were the property of the king, and thus fish-
ing was a royal monopoly. In the Roman period, with private ownership of 
land, the situation was somewhat different, but still highly regulated. There is 
evidence for private fishing rights, and for fishing rights being granted to the 
tenants of landed property with attached waterways.60 Our evidence for fish-
ing largely comes from the Fayum. Here the state owned stretches of marsh 
and shore land on Lake Moeris, among other places, and leased out fishing 
concessions or issued licenses to individuals. It was also possible for such land 
to be privately owned, as we know the Appianus estate of the third-century 
AD leased fishing rights on its land along the shore-land of Lake Moeris in 
the Fayum. As marshland was important for hunting and growing papyrus, 
leases could include the rights to these resources as well as fishing.61 Reser-
voirs, too, were leased.62 Like other resources – particularly alum and salt – the 
officials overseeing the granting of licenses and collecting the revenues were 
ἐπιτηρηταί, who similarly had to submit penthemeral reports every five days 
to the royal scribes or strategoi of the nome, and to submit copies to the public 
registry offices – the nomarch, a contractor in the nome, as demonstrated 

pêche en Égypte pharonique, romaine et byzantine; vol. II: Corporations professionelles 
halieutiques (Ioannina 2003).

60 BGU 3.1123 (AD 14), the early date is noteworthy. See also SB 18.13150 (second 
century) mentioning fish caught in a privately owned hatchery; see G. Parássoglou, “A 
Lease of Fishing Rights,” Aegyptus 67 (1987) 89-93.

61 See P.Giss.Univ. 1.12 (AD 87/8) a lease of the concession to hunt, fish and gather 
papyrus, and licenses applied for in P.Ryl. 2.98a (AD 154/5) and PSI 5.458 (AD 155) 
for examples. P Tebt. 2.359 (AD 126) records a payment of 336 drachmas per month 
for the concession to fish the marshes at Tebetny and Kerkesis. The slightly later P.Tebt. 
2.329 (AD 139) records the rights to collect the revenues from fishing for two years in 
the region of Tebtynis.

62 P Hamb. 1.6 = W.Chr. 320 (AD 129), with Johnson (n. 4) 376-377. In this document 
the ἐπιτηρητής of two reservoirs near the village of Hephaestias in the Arsinoite nome 
reports that no fish had been caught.
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by Reiter, is also recorded as having responsibility.63 Other private contrac-
tors, bidding for the right to collect certain revenues appear to have operated 
alongside them. By the fourth century, however, ἐπιτηρηταί seem to disap-ἐπιτηρηταί seem to disap-seem to disap-
pear.64 It seems that the state was not always greatly troubled by processes, but 
more concerned with proceeds. This is further suggested by one document 
preserving a petition to the prefect of Egypt by fishermen who for some time 
had enjoyed the concession to fish in an Arsinoite village, but who had lost the 
concession.65 It is reasonable to assume that a better price for the concession 
had been offered, and the contract awarded to others.

Oxyrhynchos, unsurprisingly, has yielded the most information on fish-
ing rights outside of the Fayum.66 One document mentions a lease to fish, and 
to catch as many fish as possible, from reservoirs in the Oxyrhynchite nome 
granted to three men in AD 161.67 Often in these documents, we see that the 
catch was shared between the fishermen and the owners of the water, and rent 
could include fish and fish products. To judge from our documents, fishing 
around sluice gates, where fish might congregate, was popular. Finally, an Oxy-
rhynchite text shows that, as in the case of illegal processing of salt discussed 
above, illegal activity was a serious problem. In a petition to a centurion dating 
to AD 31, a landowner complains about poaching by a group of fishermen on 
his land, claiming that fish to the value of one talent had been caught illegally.68 
This is an extraordinary amount of fish. Based on first century price levels, it 
has been estimated that it might have been as many as 180,000 fish, depending 
on quality, and the equivalent of the cost of seven houses.69 Either the reser-
voir was extraordinarily rich in fish, or they were of exceptional desirability, 

63 Abd-el-Ghany (n. 20) generally on these documents, and, specifically on fishing, 
Nelson (n. 59). On the role of the nomarch, see F. Reiter, Die nomarchen des Arsinoites: 
Ein Beitrag zum Steuerwesen im römischen Ägypten (Cologne 2004), on fishing, 182-
198. In PSI 8.901 an oath of fishermen is made to the nomarch in charge of the revenues 
of the Arsinoite nome; see also P.Tebt. 2.329. See also PSI 7.735 (AD 138), PSI 3.160 
(AD 149), P.Leit. 14 (AD 148), and P.Oslo 3.91 (AD 149).

64 P.Oxy. 46.3268 (second century) for ἐπιτηρηταί and fishing rights and P.Oxy. 
46.3270 (AD 309) for contractors. For disappearance after AD 275, see N. Lewis, The 
Compulsory Public Services of Roman Egypt, 2nd ed. (Florence 1997) 28.

65 P.Laur. 1.1 (AD 192/3).
66 P.Oxy. 46.3267-3270 intro., with other references.
67 P.Turner 25 (AD 161). See also P.Wisc. 1.6 = SB 12.11234 (AD 210-211) recording 

an application for the rights to fish reservoirs. P.Oxy. 46.3267 (ca. AD 37-41) is a lease 
to fish a pool.

68 P.Oxy. 19.2234 (AD 31).
69 B. Kelly, Petitions, Litigation, and Social Control in Roman Egypt (Oxford 2011) 

54-55, who confirms the reading as one talent.
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or, more likely, the landowner was exaggerating. Whatever the case, these fish 
were caught in reservoirs separate to the Nile or its connected waterways, sug-
gesting that fish may have been bred in them, which adds to the context of the 
petition: the owner of the reservoirs would naturally have been concerned at 
the theft of fish he had bred.70

Timber

The final resource to be treated here is timber.71  It is well known that 
timber was scarce in Egypt, and so it was a valuable resource, important for a 
wide variety of purposes. Most important for the state was first, ship-building, 
and second, its use in the upkeep of irrigation works and construction of irriga-
tion machines, not to mention its clear importance for building purposes.72 In 
the well-known Ptolemaic papyrus recording the duties of an oikonomos, the 
following instructions are made:

Take care also that of the local trees the planting of the mature ones be 
done at the right season, namely for willows and mulberry-trees, and 
that of acacia and tamarisk about the month of Choiak. Of these the 
rest must be planted on the royal embankments, but the young ones 
must be planted in beds in order to have all possible attention dur-
ing the time of watering, and when it is the proper time for planting, 
then let them … set them in the royal embankments. The guarding of 
them must be done by the contractors in order that the plants suffer 
no damage from sheep or any other cause. In your further tours of 

70 See SB 18.13150 (second century) for a fish hatchery.
71 See generally the excellent study by R. Meiggs, Trees and Timber in the Ancient Med-

iterranean World (Oxford 1982). See also, B. Kramer, “Arborikultur und Holzwirtschaft 
im giechischen, römischen und byzantinischen Ägypten,” APF 41 (1995) 217-231, and 
W. Habermann, “Brennstoffe im griechisch-römischen Ägypten (und darüber hinaus) 
I: Brennholz,” in R. Eberhard, H. Kockelmann, St. Pfeiffer, and M. Schentuleit (eds.), “… 
vor dem Papyrus sind alle gleich!” Papyrologische Beiträge zu Ehren von Bärbel Kramer 
(P. Kramer) (Berlin-New York 2009) 32-71.

72 P.Lond. 3.1177 (p. 186) (AD 131/2), where acanthus and sycamore wood is used 
in the construction of irrigation machines. See P.Oxy. 36.2778 (second or third cen-
tury) for acanthus wood used in the construction of a water-wheel, similarly P.Oxy. 
55.3805.102-3 (AD 566 or later), for wood used for an “irrigator.” P.Oxy. 14.1674 (third 
century) is a private letter, which clearly indicates the importance of acacia trees to 
embankments.
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inspection notice also whether any cut trees are left on the embank-
ments or in the fields and make a list of them.73

In the Roman period, the situation was similar. Planting and use were 
carefully regulated. The felling of trees was controlled, as was the transport and 
sale of timber. A number of documents from Oxyrhynchos serve to illustrate 
this. An early first century papyrus records the sale through auction by the 
state of acanthus and persea wood felled on embankments, and a later second-
century text preserves details of the purchase of wood in similar circumstanc-
es.74 In both cases, the trees were on land which was under control of the idios 
logos, and was thus either ownerless, had reverted to the state from individuals 
who had died intestate, or had been confiscated. Two points follow, that this 
was an important way for the state to derive extra income from resources from 
otherwise unproductive land, and it shows the lengths the state was prepared to 
go to do so. In the first-century text, a series of reports from various individu-
als tasked to investigate the wood on such land seems drastically to outweigh 
its value of 18 drachmas. A fourth century text reveals interesting details on 
the use of wood for repairs to city buildings; it is a report from the president 
of the guild of carpenters to the logistes (an official in charge of city finances), 
concerning a persea tree in the city which no longer bore fruit, and could 
presumably be felled to provide timber.75

There is little evidence for matters such as ship-building in the papyri, 
possibly because of its obvious proximity to the river Nile, and the unlikely 
preservation of papyri in a wet environment. However, in an important group 
of letters preserved in two papyri from the city of Panopolis, we have an unusu-
ally clear nugget of evidence:

Aurelius Isidorus, procurator of the Lower Thebaid, to the strategoi 
of the procuratorial district, greeting. Let each of you compile a de-
tailed list of the persea and acanthus wood which has been sent to 
the most illustrious city of Alexandria and to the city of Nikiou, and 
let it be sent immediately to the office of the procurator, specifying 
how much of each wood was sent down, and of what dimensions, and 
by what overseer or conductor, by what ship-captains, and on what 
day. For my lord Domnus, the most eminent katholikos, is anxious 

73 P.Tebt. 3.703.191-211 (210 BC).
74 P Oxy. 9.1188 (AD 13) and P.Oxy. 8.1112 (AD 188).
75 P.Oxy. 1.53 (AD 316). On the logistes, see A.K. Bowman, “Some Aspects of the 

Reform of Diocletian in Egypt,” Akten des XIII. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses 
(Munich 1974) 43-51, esp. 43, with J. Lallemand, L’administration civile de l’Égypte de 
l’avènement de Dioclétien à la création du diocèse (284-382) (Brussels 1964) 108-111.



280 Colin Adams

to have this information to compare with the production figures of 
the shipyards there.76

Control of the felling of trees extended, it seems, to a stockpiling of tim-
ber, cut to specific lengths, carefully recorded by officials, and transported by 
liturgists. More interesting still is the measurement of this against production 
figures. What we have here is an interesting interplay between the public and 
private spheres in Roman Egypt, which is one of the curious features of the 
province. More information would enable us to look at ways in which the 
production of resources fed into linked industries.

The transport of timber alluded to in the Panopolite papyrus is compa-
rable to other cases and periods and seems largely to have been carried out in 
a similar way to the transport of tax grain for the annona or of military sup-
plies – largely through liturgies. A papyrus from the Arsinoite nome is the only 
evidence we have, and again is part of the archive of the banker Sabinus.77 In 
this document, the chairmen of the ναύκληροι of the Arsinoite nome are paid 
for transporting 22 logs of acanthus wood from the Polemon division of the 
nome to the village of Bukolon in the Themistos. It is not specifically stated 
whether this is a private matter or state business, but the banker Sabinus, we are 
told, was “authorized to pay,” and given that the other receipts all concern state 
business, it is likely to be the case here. The ναυκληρία was not a liturgy at this 
time, so transport was undertaken through contractual agreements between 
ναύκληροι and the state.78 A third-century document from Oxyrhynchos sug-
gests that wood owned by the government was transported on ships perhaps 
requisitioned for transport by the state: “From the strategos to the comarchs 
and officials of the villages of Taampemou and Seruphis. Send at once the 
acacia wood which has been cut at Ionthis to the … ferry, and put it on board 
the state ship which is stationed there.”79

76 P.Panop.Beatty 2.211-14 (AD 300). For more on these texts and ship-building, see 
N. Lewis, “In the World of P. Panop. Beatty: Ship Repair,” BASP 38 (2001) 89-95, and 
C.E.P. Adams, “Nile Grain Transport under the Romans,” in A.K. Bowman and A. Wil-
son (eds.), Trade, Commerce, and the State in the Roman World (Oxford forthcoming).

77 P.Col. 2.1.r.4.10 (AD 155).
78 See Adams (n. 76).
79 P.Oxy. 12.1421 (third century).
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Conclusion

The consideration of timber throws up similar patterns and questions 
encountered in our discussion of other resources. It is time now to go from 
particular evidence to some broader observations. We need a clearer under-
standing of the status of land on which natural resources such as natron were 
found, as well as the rights that the state had to sell the products of land that 
came into its ownership. It would be useful to have a better picture of how the 
state administered resources at a high level; the procurator ad Mercurium was 
involved in the different stages in production, transport and sale of some of 
these natural resources. Perhaps the reason for such high level administra-
tion was, as Wallace put it, that “it may be considered certain that any trade 
or occupation of any consequence was in some way made to yield revenue 
to the central administration of the country.”80 What is clear also is that the 
administration and day-to-day running of these “monopolies” was devolved, 
as always, onto the local population of Egypt through liturgies. This raises 
the further issue of the relationship between the public and private spheres: if 
contractors were indeed private individuals, they were increasingly overseen 
by liturgists, who were accountable to state officials. Interesting overlaps exist.

On top of this, the Roman state exacted taxes, and an important link 
existed between these natural resources and capitation taxes. The salt tax, for 
example, is well known in the Ptolemaic period, and now much better un-
derstood through work by Dorothy Thompson and Willy Clarysse. It allowed 
the state to collect taxes on trades associated with resources. Beyond taxes, 
the administration of natural resources offered more advantage to the state. It 
brought marginal and unproductive land, not into cultivation, but at least into 
profit generation. The same is true for ownerless or confiscated land, which 
may not be immediately or easily brought into cultivation. Additionally, it 
allowed the state to regulate these industries, control prices and limit competi-
tion. I hope to have shown that a full synthesis of the administration of natural 
resources in Roman Egypt would add considerably to our knowledge of the 
economy of this rich province.

80 Wallace (n. 7) 181.





Notes on Papyri

A Note on κίναιδοι in Graeco-Roman Papyri

In PSI 5.483.1, a letter from Amyntas to Zenos, dated to 257 BCE, the send-
er refers to a person called Kallianax, as Καλλιάν̣[α]ξ̣ [ὁ] τέκτων ὁ κίναιδος. 
A few years later, in a receipt, O.Camb. 1, which is dated to 251 BCE, a man 
who pays his salt-tax is named Psanamounis the κίναιδος. In a petition to the 
king (ἔντευξις), P.Enteux. 26, dated to 221 BCE, an old man Ktesikles twice 
refers to a certain Dionysios, who seduced his daughter, as a κίναιδος. In a list 
of slaves (SB 3.7182.95-96), dated to the second-first century BCE, we read 
Ἑλλανίκῳ αὐλητῇ [ ] | καὶ τῷ κιναίδῳ [ ]. Moreover, in an account of 95-62 
BCE (P.Tebt. 1.208 descr.) some amounts are given to some persons who are 
called κιναίδοις μουσικ(οῖς). Finally, a certain Tryphon and Strouthin, who are 
κίναιδοι, scratched their names in the walls of the temple of Isis at Philae and 
recorded their visit in 5-6 CE; see I.Philae 2.154 and 155. In these examples the 
word κίναιδος could be interpreted either as catamite or a dancer (see LSJ s.v.)1. 

In two more papyri scholars have presented the reading κίναιδος as cer-κίναιδος as cer- as cer-
tain, but both times it is not as straightforward as it may seem (the second one 
was discussed by McGing and by Montserrat; see n. 1).

First, in P.Col. 4.94,2 an account of expenses for farm work, dated to the 
middle of the third century BCE, in l. 2 the ed.princ. reads κιν̣̣αίδ̣ω̣ι ̣ἱλ[αρῶι(?)] 
(δραχμαὶ) γ (τετρώβολον). W. Clarysse found this reading impossible (see 
P.Dub. 14.4n.; BL 10:47).

1 A brief discussion about κίναιδοι in Graeco-Roman Egypt can be found in B.C. 
McGing, “A Papyrus Listing Stolen (?) Objects, in the Library of Trinity College Dublin,” 
Hermathena 143 (1987) 73-81, esp. 77-78, D. Montserrat, Sex and Society in Graeco-
Roman Egypt (London and New York 1996) 117, and B. Legras, “La prostitution fémi-
nine dans l’Égypte ptolémaïque,” in G. Thür and J. Vélissaropoulos-Karakostas (eds.), 
Symposion 1995 (Köln, Weimar, and Wien 1997) 249-264, esp. 256-257. For the mean-
ing of the term κίναιδος more generally and the visual appearance see J.J. Winkler, The 
Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece (New York 
1990) 45; A. Richlin, “Not before Homosexuality: The Materiality of the Cinaedus and 
the Roman Law against Love Between Men,” Journal of the History of Sexuality 3 (1993) 
523-573; J.R. Clarke, “Representations of the cinaedus in Roman art: Evidence of ‘gay’ 
subculture?” Journal of Homosexuality 49 (2005) 271-298. For a putative etymology see 
J. Azize and I. Craigie, “The Putative Akkadian Origins for the Greek Words Κίναιδος 
and Πυγή,” Antichthon 36 (2002) 54-64.

2 http://www.app.cc.columbia.edu/ldpd/apis/item?mode=item&key=coulmbia.apis.
p93.

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 283-286
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In fact, the second and third letters look rather like ε̣ρ̣ or ο̣ρ̣ than ιν̣̣ (cf. 
κερα in l. 9), and there is no space for δ̣ω̣. The letter read as iota adscript could 
also be another letter with a vertical, e.g. φ̣ (cf. φ in l. 6). The letter before the 
lacuna that has been considered λ could also be the left part of a ν (cf. ν in l. 
11) or of a μ (cf. μ in l. 12). Therefore, just as Clarysse, I am unable to propose 
a certain reading, but readings such as κε̣ρ̣αία̣ Φ̣ίλ̣[ωνι?]3 or κε̣ραία̣ι ̣Ἰμ̣[ούθει] 
or κε̣ραία̣ι   Ἰν̣[αρῶτι]  are plausible; for instances of poles in the Zenon archive 
see the Guide to the Zenon Archive 2:664.4

Second, in P.Fouad 1.68.23 (180 CE)5 Ἁτρῆς Πακηβ(  ) κίναι[δ]ος 
(δραχμαὶ(?)) δ , the first letter after Πακηβ is not κ. The remaining traces look 
like the word γναφεύ(ς) in l. 12, and I propose to read here this very noun, 
that is Ἁτρῆς Πακηβ(  ) γ̣ναφ[ε]ὺ̣ς  (δραχμαὶ(?)) δ.

3 A Philon owns a boat in P.Col. 4.71.9.
4 In l. 5 the ed.princ. reads εἰς κερμάτι(ον) τοῦ αὐλ(ητοῦ) τέ(ταρτον ὀβολοῦ), but 

following εἰς I can read a certain χ. Then, following ερ the letter is α.

Therefore, we should read εἰς χερα (l. εἰς χεῖρα), which is a phrase attested in the 
Ptolemaic documents: P.Count. 13.6, 15, 30; P.Köln 8.346,25; P.Petr. 3.93.6; P.Tebt. 
3.2.866.41. At the end of the line I cannot read αὐλ(ητοῦ) and the drawing of the ab-αὐλ(ητοῦ) and the drawing of the ab-(ητοῦ) and the drawing of the ab-ητοῦ) and the drawing of the ab-) and the drawing of the ab-
breviation in the Guide to the Zenon Archive 2:561, does not depict exactly what I can 
see on photo. My proposal is to read the line as εἰς χερα ἐ̣π̣ὶ τοῦ δ̣ε̣λ̣ (however, we could 
also read τ̣ instead of the uncertain π̣); δ̣ε̣λ should be an abbreviation of a noun, e.g. 
δέλ(φακος), and we can translate the phrase “concerning the pig.” Alternatively, one 
could cite P.Cair.Zen. 3.59470.8 Κρίτωνι δὲ συναντήσας ἐπὶ τοῦ Δέλτα, but I cannot 
see how the phrase ἐ̣πὶ τοῦ Δ̣έ̣λ(τα) can be interpreted here.

5 Image: http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/4DLink4/4DACTION/IPAPwebquery?vPub=P.
Fouad&vVol=&vNum=68.

l. 23

l. 12
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By eliminating the reference to a κίναιδος in P.Fouad 1.68 (180 CE), the 
appearance of the noun in Egypt is restricted to the Ptolemaic period.

University of Crete Nikos Litinas
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I.Herm. 21bis

This inscription was found reused at the bottom of a baptismal tank in the 
baptistery attached to the so-called South Church in Hermopolis. The original 
editors dated it prior to about the middle of the fifth century, when they believe 
the South Church was built. 6 The inscription consists of a funerary text for 
Dorotheos the “officer chasing robbers” (λῃστοδιώκτης), an official attested in 
sixth- and seventh-century legal and historical texts, and a second text written 
below it. If the second text is a reuse of the original funerary text for a second 
burial, and the inscription as a whole was reused by about the middle of the 
fifth century, the original funerary text must be considerably older, and this 
attestation of the term λῃστοδιώκτης would antedate all other occurrences by 
well over a century. Or was the inscription perhaps inserted into the baptismal 
tank at a much later date? The palaeography does not help us to decide this, 
but the language of the funerary text strikes me as considerably later than even 
the middle of the fifth century.

Fortunately, we now have another documentary attestation of the term 
λῃστοδιώκτης, in a seventh-century letter on papyrus, CPR 25.35, probably 
dating to the time of the Persian occupation of Egypt in 619-629.7 This text 
is very likely also from Hermopolis, and the λῃστοδιώκτης there is the first 
of three officials (“my most magnificent lords” in line 138) the writer asks the 
addressee to pay his respects to (προσκυνῆσαι in line 13); the other two are 
a χαρτουλάριος (line 15) and a τοποτηρητής (line 17). The λῃστοδιώκτης is 
called -�θεος (line 14). I propose that we identify this -�θεος with the Doro-�θεος (line 14). I propose that we identify this -�θεος with the Doro- (line 14). I propose that we identify this -�θεος with the Doro-�θεος with the Doro- with the Doro-
theos of the funerary text and push its date forward to the mid-seventh cen-
tury and the date of its reuse for a second burial, and especially the date of 
the insertion of the inscription as a whole into the baptismal tank, to a date 
considerably after that.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen

6 P. Grossmann and D.M. Bailey, “The South Church at Hermopolis Magna (Ashmu-
nein): A Preliminary Account,” in K. Painter (ed.), “Churches Built in Ancient Times”: 
Recent Studies in Early Christian Archaeology (London 1994) 49-71 at 49. Penetratingly 
discussed by A. Łajtar, “Bemerkungen zu drei kürzlich veröffentlichten griechischen 
Inschriften aus der Spätantike,” ZPE 114 (1996) 141-146 at 143-146, whose superior 
reconstruction also appears at SEG 44.1455. For an improvement to it, see BÉ 1999.597. 
For the full publication of the pottery from the South Church, see D.M. Bailey, “The 
Pottery from the South Church at el-Ashmunein,” Cahiers de la Céramique Égyptienne 
4 (1996) 47-111.

7 See J.-L. Fournet, review of CPR 25, BASP 47 (2010) 291.
8 For the correct reading of the abbreviated adjective, see F. Morelli in CPR 30, p. 241.



Sur un nouveau manuel de paléographie 
des papyrus documentaires grecs
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Review article of Hermann Harrauer, Handbuch der griechischen 
Paläographie. Bibliothek des Buchwesens 20. Stuttgart: Hiersemann, 
2010. xvi + 534 pages + 290 plates + CD-ROM. ISBN 978-3-7772-
0924-1 (set), 978-3-7772-0925-8 (Textband), 978-3-7772-0926-5 
(Tafelband), and 978-3-7772-0931-9 (CD-ROM).

Malgré son titre, cet ouvrage ne couvre pas l’ensemble de la paléographie 
grecque, mais se «borne» à la paléographie des papyrus et, à l’intérieur de 
ceux-ci, à celle des seuls textes documentaires. Mais cette double restriction 
n’en est pas vraiment une et se justifie même parfaitement: les papyrus consti-
tuent un domaine déjà suffisamment vaste pour mériter qu’on lui consacre, 
comme c’est le cas ici, deux volumes totalisant 840 pages. Couvrant plus d’un 
millénaire (IVa-VIIIp), ils forment en effet la seule source abondante capable de 
documenter systématiquement les écritures grecques manuscrites des mondes 
hellénistique et romain et du début de la période byzantine (monopole que les 
manuscrits en parchemin commencent à détrôner à cette époque). Quant au 
choix de se limiter aux textes documentaires, il se défend parfaitement: malgré 
d’indéniables porosités entre écritures littéraires et écritures documentaires 
(surtout à partir du IIIp), les deux se sont développées de façon suffisamment 
autonome et sont régies par des impératifs si différents qu’un ouvrage exclusi-
vement consacré aux unes ou aux autres ne perd en rien de sa pertinence tout 
en permettant un traitement plus systématique et approfondi.

À vrai dire, c’est même cette restriction aux papyrus documentaires qui fait 
a priori tout l’intérêt de ce livre. Nombreux en effet sont les ouvrages de paléo-
graphie des papyrus qui traitent à la fois des écritures littéraires et documen-
taires1 et, quand un choix est opéré entre les deux, il s’agit presque exclusive-

1 E.M. Thompson, Handbook of Greek and Latin Palaeography, Londres 1893; id., An 
Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography, Oxford 1912; W. Schubart, Griechische 
Palaeographie, Munich 1925; R. Seider, Paläographie der griechischen Papyri, 1: Urkun-
den, 2: Literarische Papyri et 3, pt. 1: Urkundenschrift, Stuttgart 1967 et 1990; id., 

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 50 (2013) 287-300
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ment de la paléographie des papyrus littéraires.2 Aucun ouvrage systématique 
n’existe sur les écritures des papyrus documentaires. Richard Seider avait bien 
projeté un ensemble de volumes qui leur soient dévolus, mais son décès en 1988 
est venu interrompre ce grand projet dont seule une partie a vu le jour, le vol. 
3.1 consacré aux écritures ptolémaïques (Paläographie der griechischen Papyri, 
Stuttgart 1990) – à côté d’un volume de planches couvrant l’ensemble des pé-
riodes (vol. 1, Stuttgart 1967). Or, l’abondance des documents, la durée de l’arc 
chronologique et surtout la variété des écritures mettent depuis longtemps au 
premier rang des desiderata dans le domaine papyrologique et paléographique 
un travail de description, de classement raisonné et de compréhension des 
écritures documentaires. C’est dire tout l’espoir que l’on pouvait placer dans la 
somme qu’Hermann Harrauer nous livre aujourd’hui.

Unique dans la production scientifique, cet ouvrage risque néanmoins 
de décevoir les attentes à la fois des paléographes et des papyrologues en 
herbe. Constitué, d’une part, d’une partie méthodique traitant des différents 
problèmes de la paléographie des papyrus et, d’autre part, d’un large éventail 
d’échantillons donnés en transcription et en images, ce Handbuch hésite entre 
l’ouvrage encyclopédique sur l’écriture des papyrus documentaires et le manuel 
permettant de s’initier à leur lecture (ce qui est présenté comme son objectif 
premier, p. XV). D’un côté, il embrasse trop de domaines, ce qui le condamne 
souvent à la superficialité: ainsi, si les chapitres I («Allgemeines»), II («Mate-
rialkunde»), III («Äussere Formen der Schriftwerke»), VI («Schriftwesen») 
ressortissent au domaine de la paléographie, les chapitre IV («Buchhandel»), 
V («Bibliotheken») et VII («Schreiber») abordent des problèmes qui relèvent 
de l’histoire du livre (et pas seulement du document) et de l’administration 
qui n’apportent rien à la meilleure compréhension des types et des modes 
d’écriture quotidienne. D’un autre côté, le chapitre XII avec ses tableaux des 
formes de lettres («Bildtafel zu den Buchstabenformen») et surtout les 286 
planches3 accompagnées de la transcription des textes (chap. XIII «Texte zur 
Paläographie»), s’ils permettent au lecteur de se faire une idée de la variété des 
écritures, ne me semblent pas lui donner les clés pour se repérer dans ce maquis 
de la paléographie grecque documentaire. Avec ses 14 pages, la partie centrale 

Paläographie der lateinischen Papyri, 1: Urkunden, Stuttgart 1972; G. Cavallo, La scrit-
tura greca e latina dei papiri. Una introduzione, Pise-Rome 2008.

2 E.G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World, 2e éd., Londres 1987; G. Ca-
vallo et H. Maehler, Greek Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period: A.D. 300–800, 
Londres 1987; id., Hellenistic Bookhands, Berlin 2008.

3 La 245 étant dédoublée.
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de ce manuel (chap. VI «Schriftwesen»)4 se réduit le plus souvent à des consi-
dérations accessoires ou anecdotiques (§ 2. «Zahlschreibung», 3. «Interpunk-
tion», 4. «Kurzschrift – Tachygraphie», 5. «Geheimschrift – Kryptographie», 
6. «Isopsephie», 7. «Notarszeichen»); seuls les § 1 («Abbreviatur, Kürzung»), 
8 («Kursivschriften») et 9 («Stilbeobachtungen») abordent des questions im-
portantes, mais en moins de 10 pages alors que, par exemple, les problèmes 
externes, historiques, des désignations des différents professionnels de l’écrit, 
de leur carrière, de leur rémunération et de l’alphabétisation totalisent plus de 
40 pages. Aussi cherchera-t-on en vain, sur le plan diachronique, une étude 
des principes d’évolution des écritures, où auraient été examinées les étapes et 
les raisons de la mutation des écritures5 dans le cadre néanmoins contraignant 
de la permanence du ductus;6 du point de vue synchronique, une étude sur la 
variété concomitante des types d’écritures, les raisons de cette diversité (con-
ditionnement des milieux socioprofessionnels, des chancelleries régionales et 
des genres documentaires) et, à l’intérieur d’un type d’écriture, les mécanismes 
de différenciation graphique. Seule la partie sur les styles (p. 73-79) répond à 
ces attentes en apportant des vues nouvelles dans un domaine encore en friche.

Voulant mettre le lecteur en contact direct avec la documentation, l’auteur 
tombe par ailleurs trop souvent dans le défaut qui consiste à entasser les don-
nées plutôt que de les ordonner en un exposé méthodique et synthétique. 
Le lecteur se retrouve devant des pages entières emplies de listes de mots 
grecs ou de références papyrologiques, qui ne sont ni rationnellement clas-
sées ni complètes. C’est ainsi que sont rédigés les chapitres sur les supports (II 
«Materialkunde») et sur les scripteurs (VII «Schreiber»): par exemple, sur le 
parchemin, plutôt que de parler de sa chronologie et de son périmètre d’usage, 
l’auteur se contente de lister un certain nombre de mots désignant ce maté-
riau, puis, sans transition, d’occurrences papyrologiques données par ordre 
chronologique attestant de l’emploi de ce support. Nul autre commentaire. Le 
lecteur aurait pourtant apprécié d’apprendre que le parchemin était caractéri-
stique dans son usage documentaire des régions proche- ou moyen-orientales 

4 À laquelle on doit ajouter les considérations terminologiques générales données 
dans le chapitre préliminaire (I, § 2-5, p. 2-11).

5 On aurait aimé retrouver certaines vues de J. Irigoin, comme celles qu’il développe 
dans son excellent «De l’alpha à l’oméga. Quelques remarques sur l’évolution de l’écriture 
grecque», Scrittura e civiltà, 10, 1986, p. 7-19. Il est étonnant que ce savant qui a tant 
contribué à la paléographie grecque soit quasiment absent de la bibliographie (il n’est 
cité que pour un article sur un manuel de sténographie, qui apporte des renseignements 
très périphériques par rapport au sujet du présent ouvrage).

6 Cf. A. Blanchard, «L’hypothèse de l’unité du ductus en paléographie papyrologique», 
Scrittura e civiltà 23, 1999, p. 5-27 (curieusement absent de la bibliographie).
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(P.Masada au Ip, P.Murabaat au IIp, P.Dura aux II-IIIp, P.Euphrate au IIIp) et 
qu’en Égypte, où il n’est normalement adopté que pour la copie de textes litté-
raires, ce n’est qu’aux VII-VIIIp qu’on le rencontre plus communément pour de 
petits documents, presque toujours des reçus fiscaux, rédigés dans l’Arsinoïte 
(nombreux exemples dans SPP 3 et 8). 

Autant la conception de la partie plus encyclopédique de l’ouvrage peut 
laisser le lecteur insatisfait, autant la partie pratique lui rendra de grands ser-
vices: après des tableaux (p. 143-171) donnant la forme de chacune des lettres 
de l’alphabet grec dans l’ordre chronologique (sauf ι, ο et χ que l’auteur n’a 
pas jugé utile d’inclure eu égard à leur permanence formelle), il y trouvera 
plus de 300 textes choisis de façon à couvrir toute la période papyrologique 
par intervalle d’environ 10 ans. Chaque texte est donné sous la forme d’une 
transcription faite à nouveaux frais par l’auteur, suivie d’un court commentaire 
paléographique (p. 173-504) et accompagnée d’une photographie noir et blanc 
dans le second volume et en couleur dans un CD-Rom. C’est actuellement de 
loin le plus important recueil de papyrus illustrés et commentés d’un point 
de vue paléographique qui soit disponible dans une bibliographie pourtant 
abondante.7

Indépendamment de sa grande utilité, la conception et la mise en œuvre 
de cette partie soulèvent certaines remarques. La première concerne le choix 
des textes: on peut regretter que tous les papyrus (ou ostraca) n’aient pas été 
reproduits. Ainsi des textes des collections de Londres, Amherst, Rylands et 
Wisconsin ont été inclus dans le choix sans être pour autant accompagnés 
d’une planche ou d’une image numérique: le lecteur doit donc se reporter 
aux planches des éditions, ce qui, surtout dans le cas des P.Lond., n’est pas 
très commode. Il est heureux que ces exceptions soient peu nombreuses (une 
quinzaine), mais elles ont pour inconvénient de créer un décalage entre le nu-
méro du papyrus dans le volume 1 et le numéro de la planche dans le volume 
2, ce qui ne facilite pas toujours la tâche du lecteur (ainsi dans la «Bilderdatei» 
du chapitre XII, p. 143-171, le chiffre en gras renvoie non aux planches, mais 
aux textes des p. 173-504: aussi, pour retrouver les images complètes dont sont 

7 Parmi les plus importants, citons W. Schubart, Papyri Graecae Berolinenses, Bonn 
1911; R. Seider, Paläographie der griechischen Papyri, 1, Stuttgart 1967; E. Boswinkel et 
P.J. Sijpesteijn, Greek Papyri, Ostraca and Mummy Labels, Amsterdam 1968; E. Crisci, 
Scrivere greco fuori d’Egitto. Ricerche sui manoscritti greco-orientali di origine non egi- 
ziana dal IV secolo a.C. all’VIII d.C., Florence 1996; G. Cavallo, E. Crisci, G. Messeri 
et R. Pintaudi, Scrivere libri e documenti nel mondo antico, Papyrologica Florentina 30, 
Florence 1998 – sans compter les parties illustrées de certains manuels comme celui d’O. 
Montevecchi, La papirologia, 2e éd., Milan 1988 ou P.W. Pestman, The New Papyrological 
Primer, 2e éd., Leyde 1994.
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extraits les détails de la «Bilderdatei», doit-on transiter par les textes). Notons 
que ce n’est pas un hasard si les papyrus sans planches appartiennent presque 
tous à des collections britanniques,8 connues pour les prix prohibitifs qu’elles 
exigent en échange d’images. On a là une des conséquences de cette désastreuse 
politique du copyright qui oblige la recherche actuelle à se passer des images 
de papyrus pourtant de première importance.

Si la grande majorité des papyrus ont été judicieusement sélectionnés, 
le choix de certains détonne: le principe de l’auteur étant de couvrir chaque 
décennie par un ou plusieurs exemples de façon à permettre de suivre le plus 
précisément possible l’évolution des écritures, pourquoi avoir inclus certains 
papyrus imprécisément datés comme le 3 (P.Köln 5.216: 272, 234 ou 209a), 
le 5 (P.Horak 26: 260 ou 222a), le 36 (P.Harrauer 30: 183/2 ou 159/8a), le 184 
(P.Oxy. 67.4625: IIIp ?), le 294 (SB 20.14685: VII/VIIIp), le 296 (P.Wisc. 2.45: 
«(7.?)8 Jh. n. Chr.», l’éd. proposant IX-Xp), etc.? Cela ne peut qu’apporter de 
l’approximation dans un tableau qui se veut le plus précis possible et qui aura 
vocation à servir d’outil pour de futures datations paléographiques.

La qualité de certaines reproductions aurait dû inciter l’auteur à modifier 
ses choix. Un nombre proportionnellement assez élevé de photographies sont 
de basse résolution ou carrément floues9 sans être compensées par la qualité 
des images numériques, qui reproduisent les mauvaises images des catalogues 
papier ou qui ont été réalisées à trop basse résolution. Par ailleurs, le fond 
sombre du papyrus (Abb. 55), son état de conservation (Abb. 101, 173), la 
mauvaise qualité de l’encre et de l’écriture (Abb. 205) rendent certaines images 
peu exploitables.

Idéalement, les images auraient dû reproduire des écritures à des échelles 
similaires. Mais, comme l’auteur a choisi de suivre le principe «objectif» d’une 
reproduction intégrale des documents, c’est très loin d’être le cas: si certaines 
écritures, du fait de la petite taille du document, sont très grossies (par exemple, 
Abb. 27, 137, 144, 221, 227), en revanche celles de documents plus larges sont 
à ce point minuscules qu’elles deviennent difficiles à distinguer dans le détail 
(ainsi Abb. 78, 207, 212). Ces variations d’échelle ne facilitent pas l’analyse pa-
léographique et perturbent l’objectivité du regard critique. Il est vrai que le CD-
Rom est là pour compenser ces défauts. Mais je doute que celui-ci soit l’outil 
que les utilisateurs de cet ouvrage privilégieront: c’est avant tout le volume de 
planches que les papyrologues pratiqueront naturellement, se reportant dans 
un second temps au CD-Rom pour des contrôles ou des analyses plus fines. 
Les ouvrages de paléographie antérieurs avaient souvent résolu le problème 

8 Les seuls papyrus anglais présents dans le corpus sont des papyrus d’Oxyrhynchos 
(Egypt Exploration Society, Oxford).

9 Abb. 31, 35, 54, 67, 82, 101, 104, 114, 119, 122, 123, 144, 136, 164, 205, 221, 240, 253.



292 Jean-Luc Fournet

autrement en ne donnant que des extraits pour ajuster la taille des écritures 
les unes aux autres.

Vu l’abondant échantillon que propose cet ouvrage, on aurait mauvaise 
grâce de critiquer les choix faits par l’auteur: ne vaut-il mieux pas trop de 
matière que pas assez? On notera cependant certaines lacunes, notamment 
pour le VIp – siècle par ailleurs un peu sous-représenté dans l’échantillon par 
rapport au Vp et au VIIp qui ont pourtant livré respectivement environ 3 et 2 
fois moins de documents. Les cursives penchées ne sont pas représentées à 
l’exception du 238 (CPR 9.31) de 581p qui pourrait donner à penser que c’est 
une spécificité de la fin de ce siècle. Or il n’en est rien comme le montrent de 
nombreux documents des archives de Dioscore, de tout genre, datant de la 
première moitié du VIp: contrats rédigés par des notaires (par exemple, P.Cair.
Masp. 1.67104 [530] ou 67126 [541]), dépositions écrites par des fonctionnaires 
(P.Cair.Masp. 1.67087 [543]), quittances fiscales rédigées dans les bureaux de 
comptes (P.Cair.Masp. 3.67284 [538/9?]), lettres émanant de l’administration 
(le dossier des P.Cair.Masp. 1.67060-67086, dont certaines sont à dater des an-
nées 550-553, est majoritairement en écriture inclinée). Il ne s’agit en rien d’un 
particularisme thébain comme le montre SB 4.7438, lettre d’un fonctionnaire 
de Constantinople (vers 551). C’est d’ailleurs en écriture inclinée qu’étaient 
rédigées les lettres émanant des plus hautes chancelleries de la capitale de 
l’Empire, ainsi qu’en témoigne SB 6.9102 (lettre du curator de la domus divina 
[548/9?]).10 Ce dernier document est d’ailleurs un rare exemple d’écriture de 
chancellerie constantinopolitaine, témoignant des stylisations graphiques que 
les secrétaires de ces bureaux faisaient subir aux écritures de tous les jours: on 
remarquera l’harmonieuse tension entre inclinaison vers la droite du corps 
des lettres et inclinaison vers la gauche des appendices supérieurs (δ, η, κ) sauf 
celui du ε; le module inhabituel des lettres qui a pour conséquence que les 38 
lignes nécessitent un coupon de 1 m 235 (!); la forme insolite des diérèses (point 
unique, très discret); enfin, l’usage des vacat servant de ponctuation. Voilà un 
document tout à fait exceptionnel (et pourtant, à n’en pas douter, représentatif 
d’une catégorie d’écritures professionnelles) au plan de la paléographie qui 
aurait mérité de figurer dans le choix de ce manuel.

Risquons d’autres propositions pour ce même siècle: un exemple d’écriture 
inclinée vers la gauche (comme P.Cair.Masp. 2.67130 [557]) aurait été le bien-
venu quoique moins typique. De même, un exemple d’écriture ronde dilatée 
(caractéristique des dialyseis byzantines) comme celle d’une quittance privée 
d’un évêque de Pentapole, P.Cair.Masp. 2.67138 (probablement avant 551) à 

10 On trouvera une image de ce papyrus ainsi que de ceux que je cite ci-dessus et au 
paragraphe suivant dans La banque des images des papyrus de l’Aphrodité byzantine 
(BIPAb) sur www.misha.fr/papyrus_bipab/.
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la stylisation tout à fait remarquable. Enfin, il aurait peut-être fallu inclure un 
exemple de protocole comme témoignage de ces écritures à ce point stylisées 
qu’elles en deviennent indéchiffrables.11 Ce style protocolaire n’est ni plus ni 
moins que celui, encore lisible, des endossements épistolaires des VI-VIIp, dont 
aucun exemple n’a été retenu dans le présent ouvrage.

En complément de l’image, le lecteur se voit proposer une transcription 
complète du texte qui s’apparente à une réédition puisque l’auteur ne s’est pas 
contenté de reprendre le texte de l’édition mais donne un texte nouveau établi 
sur les images, en tenant compte de la première édition et des corrections re-
censées par la Berichtigungsliste (qui sont données juste après le titre de chaque 
texte). L’ édition est accompagnée d’un apparat critique et d’un commentaire 
paléographique. Des sondages dans le corpus des 301 textes retenus m’obligent 
à dire que ce travail de réédition n’est pas satisfaisant. Je me limiterai à trois 
exemples, d’époque ptolémaïque, byzantine et arabe:

• 29, P.Cair.Zen.12 4.59665: l’auteur renvoie dans le titre à BL 8.80, pro-
posant une restitution initiale (l. 1: [ζω]γραφικόν) dont sa réédition ne tient pas 
compte. En revanche, il ne cite pas les nombreuses corrections de L. Koenen 
(l. 2, 4, 15) enregistrées par la BL 6.29.

- l. 1, πηχῶς . . ὡς: πήχ[[ωεο]]ς éd. pr. Non seulement le texte retenu par 
l’auteur ne fait pas sens, mais il ne correspond pas à ce qui se trouve sur le 
papyrus, où le ω a été corrigé en εο. La correction n’est pas signalée et le ωϲ 
est redupliqué.

- l. 2-5, l’édition donne l’impression –  fausse – de quatre lignes qui se 
suivent:

2 [δοθή]σεται δε τωι13 ἐργολάβωι ε̣ια̣̣ . 
3 [ . . . ] . ε̣ι δὲ ἐγ βασιλικοῦ παράδειγμα 
4 [καθʼ] ὃ δεῖ γενέσθαι 
5 αν ποιησει εργολαβος etc.

L’ éd. pr. donnait pourtant:

11 Cf. J. Diethart, D. Feissel, J. Gascou, «Les prôtokolla des papyrus byzantins du Ve au 
VIIe siècle. Édition, prosopographie, diplomatique», Tyche 9, 1994, p. 9-40.

12 On regrettera qu’un manuel qui s’adresse à des papyrologues débutants ne respecte 
pas les abréviations de la Checklist: l’auteur emploie systématiquement le sigle PCZ à lieu 
de P.Cair.Zen., de même qu’il préfère P.Cairo Masp. à P.Cair.Masp., P.Cairo Preisigke à 
P.Cair.Preis., P.Omaggio XX Congr. à PSI Congr.XX, etc.

13 Je ne comprends pas pourquoi ces deux mots ainsi que la ligne 5 et deux mots à la 
ligne 16 ne sont pas accentués.
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     [δοθή]σεται δὲ τῶι ἐργολάβωι ε̣ι.̣α̣. 
2 [ . . . ]ε̣ι δὲ ἐγ βασιλικοῦ παράδειγμα 
                    δεῖ γενέσθαι 
3 [καθʼ] ὃ [[ἂν ποιήσει ὁ ἐργολάβος]]· etc.

Comme on le voit, il n’y a que deux lignes avec des ajouts interlinéaires 
d’une seconde main, qui tantôt s’insèrent dans le texte de la première main 
(2a), tantôt le corrigent (3a). L. Koenen (BL 6.29) a proposé très judicieuse-
ment de lire le texte de la première main de la manière suivante: [ἕξ]ε̣ι? δὲ 
ἐγ βασιλικοῦ παραδείγμα[τι] | [καθʼ] ὃ ἂν ποιήσει (l. -ῃ) ὁ ἐργολάβος. Selon 
lui, le correcteur, voulant écrire δοθήσεται δὲ τῶι ἐργολάβωι ἐγ βασιλικοῦ 
παραδείγματι καθʼ ὃ δεῖ γενέσθαι, a inséré dans la première interligne [δοθ]ή̣-
σεται δὲ τῶι ἐργολάβωι ἐ ̣γ̣ β̣α̣ devant se substituer à [ἕξ]ε̣ι? δέ (qu’il aurait dû 
barrer) ἐγ βα- (il a répété ἐγ βα- pour signaler le lieu d’insertion); et dans la 
seconde interligne δεῖ γενέσθαι a été ajoutée au-dessus du texte qu’il remplace 
et qui a été biffé. Si l’on suit, comme il se doit, les normes éditoriales modernes, 
il faut donc éditer ainsi le texte:

2 {[ἕξ]ε̣ι? δὲ} \[δοθ]ή̣σεται δὲ τῶι ἐργολάβωι {ἐ̣γ̣ β̣α̣}/ ἐγ βασιλικοῦ  
  παραδείγμα[τι] 
3 [καθʼ] ὃ [[ἂν ποιήσει ὁ ἐργολάβος]] \δεῖ γενέσθαι/·

La disposition des lignes, le processus de correction et le texte du papyrus 
s’en trouvent ainsi respectés.

- l. 16, [πῆ]χυςν: le sigma a été biffé ; éditer en conséquence: [πῆ]χυ[[ς]]\ν/.
- l. 19, [θόλωι] τῆι αὐτῆι λέ̣[ξ]ε̣ι: L. Koenen (BL 6.29) propose le texte sui-

vant : [γραφὴ]ν̣ τῆι αὐτῆι δ̣έ̣[σ]ε̣ι. Même si on ne le suit pas, la trace qui précède 
le τῆι aurait pu au moins être signalée (l’éd. pr. éditait [θόλω]ι)̣.

- l. 20, ἐδ.]άφειη: ει a été barré; il faut lire ἐδ]άφ̣[[ει]̣]\η/.
- la fin du papyrus est en lacune; il faut donc faire suivre la l. 22 d’une ligne 

discontinue (- - - - - - - -).
En outre, le texte aurait dû être suivi d’un apparat signalant que le mot 

ἑξαχοινικῆι (l. 6 = 4 de l’éd. pr.) et [ἑξ]αχοινικῶι (l. 17 = 15 de l’éd. pr.) doivent 
être corrigés en ἐξαγωνικῆι ou ἐξαγωνικῶι (cf. éd. pr., l. 4 n. et BL 6.29).

• 243, P.Flor. 3.281:
- l. 6, 18, 20, Ψαίου: il n’y a aucune raison de ne pas garder dans la forme 

normalisée le tréma présent sur le papyrus et qui marque la diérèse. Éditer 
donc Ψαΐου.

- l. 11, Σαραπάμων: l’omission du second μ n’est pas signalée dans l’apparat. 
Il vaut mieux éditer, comme le faisait Vitelli, Σαραπάμ<μ>ων.
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- l. 12, Φθλα – – : lire Φ̅θλα. Contrairement à ce qui est expliqué p. 411, 
la surligne n’a pas pour fonction d’insister («betonen») sur le mot mais de 
signaler – et démarquer dans la scriptio continua – une forme non grecque.14

- l. 16, σχινίου: le papyrus a bien σχοινίου (comme l’avait vu le premier 
éditeur); il n’y a donc pas lieu de corriger cette forme dans l’apparat.

- l. 16, δύο — (bis): lire δύο.
- l. 17, μ[ί]: lire μ[ί-].
- l. 19, (3. H.): on a toujours affaire à la deuxième main, comme on s’y at-

tend du reste avec la souscription d’un hypographeus. — Βησκοίτος: le papyrus 
a la bonne forme Βησκουΐτος (cf. BL 1.456).

- l. 20, γράμματα: le papyrus a γράμ<μ>ατα (ce que n’a pas vu le premier 
éditeur). — ⳨ (4. Η.): lire  (3. H.).

- l. 22, (1. H.?): il s’agit sans aucun doute de la première main. Par ailleurs, la 
complétion notariale est séparée du sôma par une ligne qui met éventuellement 
en évidence le nom du notaire.

L’apparat critique se contente de signaler, outre les formes correctes des 
mots mal orthographiés, les trémas présents dans le texte. Il est dommage 
que, contrairement à l’usage, les abréviations n’y soient pas systématiquement 
signalées. De telles informations auraient été utiles dans un manuel de paléo-
graphie, surtout qu’en l’occurrence les scripteurs varient les marques d’abré-
viation:   ̸ (l. 17: αναμφ),    (l. 19: προκ  ),  (l. 10: καλουμεν et non καλουμεν/ 
comme il est dit dans le commentaire p. 440), ) (l. 20: φλ) ).15

• 280, P.Apoll. 9:16 
- l. 7, ὑμετέρῳ: ajouter dans l’apparat «l. ἡμετέρῳ» (BL 8.11; cf. déjà l’éd. 

pr.).
- l. 8, πέμψι: le papyrus a en fait πέμψαι (on voit sur la planche le petit 

renflement de l’iota qui correspond au alpha).
- l. 9, ἐπιτρέψαντες ὑποδεῖξαι: le papyrus a ἐπιτρέψαντες \αὐτ(ῷ)/ 

ὑποδεῖξαι comme indiqué dans la première édition (PSI 12.1266), reprise par 
R. Rémondon (P.Apoll. 9) – je pointerais peut-être le alpha (α̣ὐτ(ῷ)).

- l. 10, ἀναγνω[σθ[ῆναι?] (sic): on lit bien sur le papyrus ἀναγνω\σθ[ῆναι]/ 
(lecture des précédentes éditions).

14 Cf. J. Keenan, «On Language and Literacy in Byzantine Aphrodito», Pap.Congr.
XVIII, 2, p. 162.

15 Sur le sujet des abréviations, signalons une erreur (souvent commise dans les édi-
tions) au texte 261 (SB 20.14676), l. 4 : il faut lire δι(ά) (éd. pr.) et non δι’ étant donné 
que le papyrus a bien δι.

16 Il est erroné d’écrire «P.Apoll. 9 = PSI XII 1266» puisque P.Apoll. 9 donne un texte 
plus complet qui incorpore PSI 12.1266 et le haut du document qui est actuellement 
à l’IFAO.
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Les exemples que je viens de donner montrent que, quelque mérite qu’ait 
eu l’auteur de reprendre à nouveaux frais la lecture de ces textes, les éditions 
qu’il en donne sont en retrait par rapport aux premières éditions et ne pren-
nent pas toujours en compte les acquis de la recherche ultérieure. En outre, les 
normes éditoriales en vigueur aujourd’hui ne sont pas entièrement respectées, 
qu’il s’agisse de la présentation du texte même ou de l’établissement de l’apparat 
critique.

Aux remarques générales portant sur la partie encyclopédique de l’ouvrage, 
je voudrais ajouter des observations plus ponctuelles:

• p. 4: «Der Zwang zur leserlichen Schrift wird nirgendwo so stark sein wie 
im Verwaltungsbereich des Staates. Eine Steuerklärung, die “nicht” lesbar ist, 
wird die Behörde nicht hinnehmen». Le concept de lisibilité mériterait d’être 
mieux défini. Ce qui est lisible pour les uns ne l’est pas nécessairement pour 
les autres. Ainsi un reçu d’impôt (pour reprendre l’exemple de l’auteur) peut 
être rédigé à l’époque romaine dans une écriture (ladite «Verschleifung») qui 
le rend à peine lisible si ce n’est pour les professionnels qui le rédigent  – un 
peu comme une ordonnance de médecin sera illisible pour le patient mais non 
pour le pharmacien.

• p. 10: sur les accents et esprits dans les textes documentaires, cf. mon 
article «L’influence des usages littéraires sur l’écriture des documents: perspec-
tives», Pap.Congr.XX, p. 418-422 (j’y donne d’ailleurs un exemple d’esprit plus 
ancien que le SPP 20.24.7 [II/IIIp]: P.David [= Pap.Lugd.Bat. 17] 14.4, 15, 24 
[IIp]).

• p. 10: contrairement à ce qu’affirme l’auteur, les points se rencontrent 
sporadiquement dans les documents: en témoignent, par exemple, les docu-
ments des archives d’Ammôn le scholasticus (P.Ammon 1-2) ou de Théophane, 
qui regorgent par ailleurs d’accents et d’esprits. Toujours au chapitre des «Le-
sezeichen», il est dommage que rien ne soit dit sur les apostrophes, marquant 
l’élision (αλλ᾿) ou séparant des lettres (αγ᾿γειον) ou des mots (ελια̣βετ᾿); la 
surligne, qui signale des lettres dont la lecture peut être amphibolique dans la 
scriptio continua, qu’il s’agisse de lettres à valeur numérale ou de séquences 
non grecques (cf. ci-dessus l’exemple de Φθλ α); ou d’autres signes plus rares 
(comme l’hyphen ou l’hypodiastole).

• p. 11: les corrections ne sont pas réalisées seulement en biffant ou en effa-
çant les lettres fautives. Ces dernières peuvent être aussi signalées par des traits 
ou des points au-dessus ou au-dessous des lettres à supprimer (par exemple 
P.Lond. 5.1708.208).

• p. 18: parmi les mots désignant le papyrus en tant que support d’écriture, il 
y a aussi βίβλος/βιβλίον/βιβλάριον/βιβλίδιον et χαρτίον. Εn revanche πάπυρος 
et ses dérivés désignent la plante et ses usages autres que pour écrire. Pour 
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l’emploi de ces mots grecs en copte,  renvoyer à Förster, WB (qui enregistre 
ⲭⲁⲣⲧⲏⲥ, ⲭⲁⲣⲧⲓⲟⲛ et ⲭⲁⲣⲧⲟⲛ) plutôt qu’à l’index du SB Kopt.

• p. 19-20: dans la liste, très incomplète, des expressions papyrolo-
giques concernant l’origine et les qualités du papyrus, auraient pu être cités, 
par exemple, P.Abinn. 21 où il est question de papyrus vierge (χαρτίον καθαρόν) 
et de remploi de papyrus, ou O.Claud. 2.240.5 (κολλήματα πέντε χαρταρίων).

• p. 29: pour la longueur des rouleaux, il aurait fallu citer P.Petra 1.2, 
rouleau de 8 m 50 qui est le rouleau documentaire le plus long qui soit actuel-
lement connu. Sur la hauteur et la longueur des rouleaux, cf. P.Petra 3, p. 1-2.

• p. 30: sur les tomoi synkollêsimoi, on attend un renvoi à l’article de ré-
férence de W. Clarysse, «Tomoi synkollesimoi», dans M. Brosius (éd.), Ancient 
Archives and Archival Traditions: Concepts of Record-Keeping in the Ancient 
World, Oxford 2003, p. 344-359. — On notera que la traduction qui est don-
née de SB 18.13236.4 et 17 est différente de celle que le lecteur trouvera plus 
loin, p. 56. Sur le sens difficile de χ(  ), cf. N. Lewis, BASP 9, 1972, p. 64-65, qui 
rejette la restitution χ(άρτης).

• p. 32: l’auteur donne χάρτα comme mot grec pour «papier» et cite l’emploi 
qui en est fait dans le catalogue de la bibliothèque du couvent de Saint-Élie 
du rocher (éd. R.-G. Coquin, BIFAO 75, 1975, p. 207-239). Mais le mot y a le 
sens de papyrus et c’est ainsi que Coquin le traduit constamment, corrigeant 
la traduction de «papier» qu’en avait donnée le premier éditeur, U. Bouriant 
dans Recueil de Travaux 11, 1889, p. 131-138!

• p. 33: pour les excuses que le rédacteur d’une lettre présente à son desti-
nataire pour écrire sur un ostracon plutôt que sur du papyrus, cf. les exemples 
grecs que j’ai donnés dans H. Cuvigny (éd.), La Route de Myos Hormos, 2e éd., 
Le Caire 2006, 2, p. 471.

• p. 35: sur le cuir, plutôt que de se contenter de citer deux espèces ani-
males ayant contribué à la fabrication de cuir, l’auteur aurait dû insister sur 
l’emploi très typé de ce matériau que l’Égypte n’a jamais vraiment pratiqué : 
à l’époque hellénistique et romaine, les exemples qu’on en a proviennent de 
l’Empire parthe (Jur.Pap. 36 de 88a), de l’ancienne Palestine (P.Masada 738 du 
Ip), du Moyen-Euphrate (les P.Dura des I-IIIp ou les P.Euphrate du IIIp) et, à 
l’époque byzantine et médiévale, du sud de l’Égypte (SB 1.5588, 5602, Thèbes, 
VIIIp; SPP 3.132-133, Thébaïde ou Nubie, VI p), notamment de la communauté 
blemmye installée à Pathyris (pour nous en tenir aux grecs, SPP 32.129-134; 
SB 10.10552-10554; VIp).

• p. 42: au sujet du métal, l’auteur inclut dans les diplômes militaires le 
diplôma cité dans SB 24.16187. Mais comme l’a montré l’éditrice, le mot est à 
prendre dans le sens de «dépêche» (cf. O.Krok. 1, p. 12).
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• p. 44: parmi les omoplates attestées comme support d’écriture, ajouter SB 
20.15198, pourtant édité dans l’article qui est cité sur le sujet (corriger le nom 
du premier auteur: Cl. Gallazzi à la place de S. Daris).

• p. 44: le verre n’a pas été utilisé comme support d’écriture de document. 
L’ exemple cité ne prouve rien, en ce qu’il s’agit d’une inscription religieuse 
décorant une coupe.

• p. 46: l’auteur omet de dire que le pinceau est typique d’un scripteur 
égyptien comme l’a bien montré W. Clarysse (CdE 68, 1993, p. 186-201) dans 
l’article cité en bibliographie.

• p. 50: pour les textes à encre rouge, on se référera à la liste donnée par 
P. Schubert dans P.Diog., p. 34-39, complétée par APF 51, 2005, p. 249-252.

• p. 59: sur le sens de κοσμεῖν, cf. A. Boud’hors, «Copie et circulation des 
livres dans la région thébaine (VIIe-VIIIe siècles)», dans A. Delattre et P. Heil-
porn (éd.), “Et maintenant ce ne sont plus que des villages...” Thèbes et sa région 
aux époques hellénistique, romaine et byzantine, Papyrologica Bruxellensia 34, 
Bruxelles 2008, p. 149-161, notamment p. 157-158, où, d’après la documenta-
tion thébaine, elle rejette la traduction traditionnelle pour donner à ce verbe 
le sens de «relier» (c’est-à-dire mettre en ordre les cahiers). Cet article apporte 
d’autres informations sur la fabrication des livres et son vocabulaire technique. 
Sur ce sujet, on consultera aussi C. Kotsifou, «Books and Book Production in 
the Monastic Communities of Byzantine Egypt», dans W.E. Klingshirn et L. 
Safran (éd.), The Early Christian Book, Washington 2007, p. 66-101.

• p. 73-79: les pages consacrées aux styles sont, à mon avis, les plus réus-
sies en ce qu’elles insistent sur une notion qui est encore trop négligée par les 
papyrologues. La reconnaissance de styles régionaux, amorcée ces dernières 
décennies et à laquelle l’auteur a contribué en dégageant, dès 1984, un style 
arsinoïte, mériterait être poursuivie et systématisée. Mais la notion de style ne 
doit pas être appréhendée seulement en termes régionaux (chancellerie cen-
trale, bureaux régionaux). Si les administrations centrales ou locales ont déve-
loppé des styles graphiques reconnaissables, un même individu (fonctionnaire, 
notaire ou simple particulier) avait à sa disposition plusieurs styles sur lesquels 
il pouvait jouer en fonction du type de document qu’il rédigeait ou même de la 
partie du document qu’il écrivait. On a pu distinguer, chez certains scripteurs 
connus par un nombre suffisant de documents, des styles différents: c’est le 
cas de Dioscore d’Aphrodité qui a plusieurs styles d’écriture (capitale penchée, 
cursive droite, cursive inclinée).17 Ces styles sont utilisés concurremment pour 
des documents différents ou simultanément à l’intérieur d’un même document 

17 Pour une description des écritures de Dioscore, cf. L. Del Corso, «Le scritture di 
Dioscoro», dans J.-L. Fournet (éd.), Les archives de Dioscore d’Aphrodité cent ans après 
leur découverte. Histoire et culture dans l’Égypte byzantine, Paris 2008, p. 89-115.



 Sur un nouveau manuel de paléographie 299

comme je l’ai montré dans les P.Worp, p. 245-249 avec les contrats arsinoïtes et 
héracléopolites des VI/VIIp, dans lesquels le protocole est en cursive inclinée 
et le sôma en écriture droite (préfigurant la protominuscule). Dans d’autres 
régions, on retrouve des systèmes de différenciations stylistiques procédant du 
même esprit mais inverses du point de vue de l’inclinaison de l’écriture : par 
exemple, dans le P.Rain.Cent. 125 (Memphis, 575?), le prescrit est en cursive 
droite tandis que le corps de la lettre est en cursive penchée. En bref, s’il a pu y 
avoir des styles favoris dans les officia de telle province ou les bureaux notariaux 
de tel nome, se sont aussi développés des systèmes d’opposition graphique de 
nature fonctionnelle variant selon les types documentaires.18

• p. 123: les références aux P.Berl.Frisk 14, 23, 30 et 38 doivent être com-
prises comme P.Berl.Frisk 1, col. 14, 23, 30 et 38. On corrigera aussi les erreurs 
de lignes pour la colonne 30 et 38.

• p. 143-171: la «Bilderdatei zu den Buchstabenformen» peut être très 
utile mais, comme tous les tableaux de ce genre, elle a l’inconvénient de mêler 
des lettres tantôt utilisées dans des mots, tantôt dans des sigles, tantôt comme 
numéraux et de dissocier les lettres de leur environnement (lettre précédente 
et/ou suivante) qui conditionne leur réalisation graphique. Ce dernier incon-
vénient est certes pallié par l’inclusion de combinaisons, mais de façon non 
systématique et pas toujours cohérente: s’il est utile de donner des combinai-
sons quand la lettre précédente et/ou suivante modifie la lettre en question 
(ainsi αρ, λλ,19 ρο, τρ, etc.), je ne vois pas l’intérêt de le faire quand les lettres 
combinées ne sont pas ligaturées ou le sont sans déformation (par exemple, 
δο, ζο, κα, νη, etc.).

• p. 145: j’ai du mal à comprendre l’utilité de ce tableau, qui mêle qua-
lifications chronologiques (ptolemäisch, römisch, byzantinisch) et formelles 
(gespalten, unzial, cancelleresca, kursiv). Je note au passage que la détermina-
tion «römisch-byzantinisch» pour le 21 peut induire en erreur puisqu’il s’agit 
d’une forme romaine qui disparaît au IVp, remplacée à l’époque byzantine par 
le 22 à côté de la forme .

• p. 147: 67 (extrait du texte 301 et non 300) ne représente pas αυτ mais 
δ(ιὰ) τ(οῦ).

• p. 156: il manque la forme ˺ du êta.
• p. 159: il manque le forme  du lambda (par exemple, P.Apoll. 42.11: 

κελεύετε), qui, par liaison des traits, devient  (par exemple, P.Apoll. 27.6: 

18 C’est un problème sur lequel je compte revenir prochainement, en développant les 
considérations que j’ai eu l’occasion de faire dans les P.Worp, p. 245-249 et dans une 
communication «Culture grecque et document dans l’Égypte de l’Antiquité tardive» au 
XXVIIe Congrès International des Papyrologues à Varsovie.

19 Bizarrement absente du tableau consacré au λ.
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ἐλάχιστον). On devrait avoir la combinaison λλ qui connaît des réalisations 
très particulières à l’époque byzantine ( ) ou arabe ( , ).

• p. 162: il n’y a que deux exemples de nu pour le VIp (41 et 42) qui procè-
dent d’ailleurs du même ductus. Il aurait fallu ajouter la forme  qui n’est 
donnée que pour le IVp (25), le Vp (37) et le VIIp (43 et 45). L’auteur fait aussi 
l’impasse sur la forme abrégée du nu en fin de ligne qui s’apparente à une sur-
ligne sur la voyelle précédente (το = τόν).20 Signalons aussi pour le VIp la forme, 
plus inhabituelle, du nu avec un retour final: . Enfin, puisque la combinaison 
 (νό(μισμα)) est donnée pour le Vp (39, quoique la présence de l’omicron ne 
modifie pas la forme du nu), il aurait fallu signaler les formes qu’elle prend 
à l’époque arabe (où cette fois-ci la liaison induit une déformation):  qui se 
réduit souvent à un point: •. C’est d’ailleurs cette forme que l’on a dans le texte 
296 (P.Wisc. 2.45) où le sigle pour νόμισμα n’a été reconnu ni par le premier 
éditeur ni par l’auteur du présent ouvrage (et l’utilisateur de la DDBDP n’aura 
guère les moyens de l’identifier puisque le • est devenu /!).

• p. 164: la forme 15 du xi (texte du VIIp) se rencontre fréquemment au 
VIp – elle me paraît même plus caractéristique que celle qui est donnée pour 
ce siècle (13).

• p. 165: le pi a très souvent la forme  au VIp et au VIIp (où il est exclusif 
dans les cursives inclinées) contrairement à ce que laisse penser le tableau.

• p. 166: le tableau ne donne aucune forme pour les V et VIp.
• p. 169: on relèvera l’absence de la forme simplifiée du upsilon (το, το╲, τ, 

το = τοῦ) si fréquente aux époques byzantine et arabe.
• p. 171: aucune forme n’est donnée après le IVp.

Si cet ouvrage ne comble pas toutes les attentes, qui étaient d’autant plus 
fortes que le besoin d’un manuel de paléographie des papyrus grecs se faisait 
sentir depuis longtemps, il nous offre malgré tout le plus important corpus 
illustré de papyrus documentaires quadrillant de façon serrée le «millénaire» 
papyrologique, ce qui suffit à en faire un instrument de travail utile aussi bien 
aux étudiants désireux d’avoir un panorama des écritures qu’aux papyrologues 
en quête de parallèles facilement accessibles pour dater les documents qu’ils 
éditent.

20 Il peut arriver que cette forme se rencontre en cours de ligne (cf. P.Cair.Masp. 
2.67152 intr.), mais cela est dû à l’incurie du scribe. Sur la façon d’éditer cette forme 
abrégée du nu, cf. mes remarques dans BASP 47, 2010, p. 293-294.
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Philodemus, On Death, translated with an introduction and notes 
by W. Benjamin Henry. Writings from the Greco-Roman World 29. 
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009. xxxiv + 160 pages. ISBN 
978-1-58983-446-0.

Epicurus and his followers believed that the fear of death is the deepest 
and most fundamental passion of the human soul and the greatest threat to 
the achievement of the supreme good, that is, pleasure or the absence of pain 
in the body (aponia) and of disturbance in the mind (ataraxia). They also 
recognized at least four different kinds of fears involving the thought of death, 
namely the fears of being dead, of dying painfully, of dying prematurely, and 
of dying sometime simply in virtue of being mortal. All these fears are related 
to empty beliefs concerning the harm that death is supposed to inflict on the 
dead or dying persons, and especially the deprivation of goods that they might 
suffer. And all four of them are addressed by an armory of Epicurean argu-
ments and rhetorical techniques, which aim to remove false beliefs about death 
and help people internalize the truth of the Epicurean maxim that “death is 
nothing to us.”

The extant remains of Book Four of Philodemus’ treatise On Death (P.Herc. 
1050; roughly, the last third of the original text) constitute a philosophically 
powerful and psychologically effective therapy of the fear of death in many of 
its forms. “A jewel of thought and style,”1 the writing is a masterful consolatio 
mortis, original, unconventional, deeply emotional, and self-consciously liter-
ary. Its intended audience consists of not only Epicureans, but also philoso-
phers of other persuasions and ordinary people – Romans and Greeks, freemen 
and slaves, young and old, men and women and youths, warriors and seafar-
ers, travelers and immigrants, the rich and the poor, those exiled and those 
condemned. Using standard Epicurean arguments and also new ones, which 
alternate with parrhesia (the pedagogic method of free speech) often mild but 
sometimes brutal, Philodemus acts on the presupposition that the changes 
effected on the belief system of his patients will also have a salutary impact on 
their feelings and, eventually, they will be brought to overcome their pain and 
fear and accept death as we all must.

1 M. Gigante, Philodemus in Italy (Ann Arbor 1995) 43.
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The critical edition of On Death by Benjamin Henry is a significant con-
tribution to classical studies and to our understanding of Epicurean thanatol-
ogy. Henry gives us a meticulously reconstituted and eminently reliable text, 
which is based on an examination of the papyrus itself and of the drawings 
(disegni) in Oxford and Naples (O and N respectively), and also on the use of 
multi-spectral infrared images of the papyrus now available to us. The text is 
accompanied by an elaborate apparatus (where Henry’s textual proposals are 
marked by an asterisk), and also is prefaced by an introduction to the history 
of the papyrus, the formal aspects of the roll and of the Greek text, and the 
conventions followed in the present edition (xxiii-xxxiv). So far as the Greek 
text goes, then, Henry’s edition is superior to all previous ones, including the 
edition of Domenico Bassi (1914) and the text of Taco Kuiper (1925). In ad-
dition to the text, the volume under review presents a sort of summary of the 
Epicurean views on death and of the contents of On Death (xvi-xxii), as well 
as the first complete translation of On Death into English. Moreover, the text 
is enriched by almost two hundred notes, and it also comprises a select bib-
liography, an index verborum, and photographs of the papyrus in its present 
condition. 

First, I should like to make some remarks concerning Henry’s introduc-
tion to the text. While the second part, which is devoted to the papyrus and the 
Greek text, is detailed and informative, the first part, which attempts to give a 
summary of Epicurean views on death and of the argument of the treatise, is 
all too brief and quite idiosyncratic. Methodologically, it seems odd to begin 
an exposition of Epicurean views on death with a lacunose fragment from a 
work defending the reliability of the senses by Demetrius Laco (P.Herc. 1013, 
col. 18), rather than, e.g., an integral passage from Epicurus or Lucretius. And, 
surely, we acquire only the barest idea of the complexity and sophistication of 
the Epicurean arguments against the fear of death in the two and a half pages 
that Henry dedicates to that subject. Moreover, it is somewhat misleading to say 
that, “when the soul escapes at death, it loses all capacity for sensation” (xvii) 
since, strictly speaking, the soul is dissolved with death and does not retain its 
identity. Likewise, the claim that “for the Epicurean the length of one’s life is 
irrelevant” (xvii) requires more specification than Henry gives. Besides, while 
Henry mentions the Epicurean contentions that death entails complete loss 
of sensation (insensitivity argument) and also loss of personal identity (non-
identity argument), nonetheless he does not emphasize, as I think he should, 
that these are two distinct arguments used severally or jointly for therapeutic 
purposes. And he does not mention the so-called Symmetry Argument, whose 
philosophical value, however, has been amply acknowledged by our contem-
porary philosophers as well as by Philodemus. As for the section purporting to 
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expound the argument of the treatise (xviii-xxii), Henry outlines the sequence 
of topics from one column to the next, but does not illuminate the structure, the 
interconnections, or the philosophical and therapeutic value of Philodemus’ 
arguments. His treatment is sparse and flat (see, for instance, Henry’s claim 
that Epicurean “pleasure is simply the absence of pain or disturbance,” xviii). 
Although mostly correct, it fails to convey the ingeniousness, humanity, and 
power with which Philodemus addresses different sorts of fears concerning 
death or different sorts of cases in which these fears are particularly poignant. 
In short, I think that a longer and more substantial philosophical introduction 
would have been worthier of Henry’s excellent papyrological and philological 
remarks (xxiii-xxxiv) and of his reliable edition of the papyrus.

Turning to the edition itself, Henry’s approach to supplementation is com-
mendably cautious, sensitive to the peculiarities of Philodemus’ Greek, almost 
always plausible, and on occasion ingenious. At the outset, however, I wish 
to object to Henry’s practice (also adopted by some other papyrologists) of 
translating supplements marked by an asterisk in the apparatus which, none-
theless, he does not print in his text. The reason probably is that he considers 
those supplements uncertain and therefore he does not insert them in the text 
even in square brackets, whereas he puts them between square brackets in the 
translation in order to complement the meaning of the relevant passage or 
phrase. But if the supplements are not in the text, why translate them? Would 
it not be better to follow the convention of adding a footnote to the translation 
indicating the meaning that would be obtained, if the corresponding supple-
ment in the apparatus were accepted? In any case, the conjectures proposed 
below (which mostly do not concern the passages treated by Delattre2) should 
be taken as suggestions that I tentatively put forward for consideration and 
assessment. I have worked mainly on the basis of multi-spectral images of the 
papyrus, my own notes dating back to the winter of 1990 and the spring of 1995 
(when Marcello Gigante kindly shared with me some of his own unpublished 
work), and of course Henry’s apparatus and text. On the other hand, the read-
ings below are not based on autopsy of P.Herc. 1050 and, in evaluating them, 
this fact must be taken into account.  

1.7. I supplement [τε]. In addition to the contention that the unconscious-
ness accompanying the state of being dead is nothing to us, Philodemus makes 
a new point beginning at the end of 1.7: because there is no consciousness in 
death, there is also no pain caused by the deprivation of good things. 3.30-
33. I rely on conjectures by Henry, Mekler, Bücheler, and Vogliano-Diels 
and propose the following: ταλ[α]ίπωρος ἐποι[ήθη τε κ/ἀγαθῶ]ν ἐστέρηται 

2 D. Delattre, CErc 41 (2011) 143-156.
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διαλελυμ̣[ένος/τὸ σῶμ]α̣ ὑπάρχων. ἐπιχεώμ̣[εθα δὲ / τοῖς ἀνει]ρημένοις (cf. 
apparatus ad loc.) etc., “he has been made wretched and deprived of goods, 
existing though destroyed in the body; let us then drink in honor of Zeus the 
Savior [over what has been demolished] etc.” Philodemus’ main point is that 
the ordinary man has become miserable because of false beliefs (probably 
mentioned in the lost lines preceding), and in particular the belief that, when 
death will have come, he will have been deprived of goods because his body 
will have been dissolved. 3.39. I propose printing Schmidt’s [αὐτὸς ὁ] to fill 
the lacuna at the beginning of the line, and also, at 4.11-12, I supplement το[ὺς 
ἀπ<αγ>/χ̣ομ[ένους ἢ δ’ἐ]ν (compare Delattre). Using conjectures by Henry, 
Mekler, and Vogliano-Diels, we may restore at 5.7-8 ο[ἱ τὰς διαπ]ορίας / ἐν] 
ταῖς [ἐ]πιχειρήσεσιν [περὶ λυπῶν] and translate “who (raise) puzzles in their 
attempts to reason about sorrows.” In this context, Philodemus probably refers 
to cases in which dying is relatively painless, such as heart or stomach disease 
(cf. 5.1); cases of this sort, he says, are readily used by authors of consolatory 
writings, who aim to alleviate the anxiety that the dying process can be excru-
ciatingly painful.

At 8.19, Henry reads λ̣, whereas I read δ̣ and conjecture δ̣[ιὰ συμμέτρ]ων 
πόρων. Regarding 8.34-36, on the basis of conjectures by Henry and von 
Arnim, I suggest the following restoration: οὐκ ἄν ἀπίθαν[όν τι λέγοι ὅτι / 
τοῦ]το μὲν συμβαίνε[ι διὰ] τὴν / ἀνυπέρβλητον κοινω̣[νίαν μεθ’ ἡδονῆς] /
κα[ὶ τ]έρψεως, “[he would not be saying anything] incredible (if he said that) 
this (sc. death) occurs with pleasure and delight because of the unsurpassable 
association …’ It seems to me that, in 8.36, there is just sufficient room for von 
Arnim’s conjecture [μεθ’ ἡδονῆς]. On the other hand, Henry’s own conjecture 
[ἡδονῆς] is problematic for reasons of meaning. Philodemus addresses the 
worry that, because the soul and the body are interconnected, their dissolution 
by death must cause great pain. Rather, he contends, the soul and the body are 
interconnected in such manner that, in many cases, their dissociation from 
each other may well be “accompanied by pleasure and delight.” In my view, 
9.1-2 bolsters this latter claim: endorsing conjectures by Schmidt and Henry, I 
restore [με]τά τινας μέθας καὶ χωρ[ὶς ὀδύνης] / καὶ] πόνου, “after certain bouts 
of drunkenness and without [distress] and pain.” To fill the lacuna (at least in 
part) in 13.16, I suggest [τοῦ ζῆν (..)]: to die young is more profitable than [to 
live]. According to Henry’s estimation, the lacuna is two letters larger than 
what I just proposed, followed by an uncertain ε̣ next to which there is an ι. On 
the other hand, I am not sure that the lacuna is as large as Henry indicates, nor 
can I see the traces of the ε (this, of course, should be verified on the papyrus). 

Furthermore, 13.17 can be restored quite safely, I think, by adopting Hen-
ry’s conjecture [ἀμ]υθ[ήτοις ἐν]τραφῆνα̣[ι], which he gives in the apparatus but 
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nonetheless does not print in his text, and perhaps also Delattre’s supplement 
[τῶ]ι.  So, the text that I tentatively propose for 13.15-17 is: λυσ[ιτε]λέστερόν 
/ [ἐστ]ιν [τοῦ ζῆν τ]ῶ̣ι κατ[ὰ] τὴν ἡλικίαν/ [ἀμ]υθ[ήτοις ἐν]τραφῆνα̣[ι κα]κοῖς, 
“it (sc. to die young) is more profitable than [to live] in virtue of the fact that, 
according to their time of life, they are raised amidst unspeakably great evils.” 
Now consider again Henry’s hesitant conjecture δ̣υσ/μενῶν (22.28-29), which 
he does not print in the text; Mekler’s [ἐπαί]σθησ[ις] (22.31), which Henry 
does print in the text; and Janko’s [τούτω]ν (22.30) or alternatively, if the lacuna 
is longer, [τοιούτω]ν. If we accept these conjectures, as I am inclined to do, 
then we may fill the lacuna at 22.29 by the supplement [καιρ]ῶν. (Although 
according to Henry this lacuna has space for five letters, it seems to me that the 
space could be filled by four letters especially given that κ, α, and ρ are fairly 
large.) Thus, I reconstruct the text at 22.28-31 as follows: δ̣υσ/μενῶν [καιρ]ῶν 
ἐπι[γε]νήματα ποι/εῖν, οὐχ ὅτι γίνεται [τούτω]ν το[ῖ]ς μη/κέτ’οὖσιν [ἐ]πα[ί]-
σθησ[ις], “make ... consequences of unlucky times, not because there comes 
about perception [of these things] to those who no longer exist.”

Moreover, the claim advanced in 25.30-34 requires a supplement at 25.32-
33 which could be this: πῇ̣ ᾧ̣ ἴ[̣σω]ς εἰσὶν ἀσ/τεῖοι ̣[καί]. Accordingly, the trans-
lation could be: “and because, being relatives or people loved by him above all 
others in whatever domain of life they are [perhaps] gifted, they [also] will 
bear his death more courageously than others will.” At 25.37, ἡ[νίκα οὖν], “and 
when,” fills exactly the lacuna and makes good sense. There is strong syntactic 
and semantic support for the conjectures by Henry and Buresch regarding the 
lacuna at 30.19-20: [πάντα δι’ ὀλίγου] κονιορ/τ[οῦσθαι]; the phrase should 
be translated “while [all the rest] of the goods, when they have been buried 
together (with the deceased), [in a little time] will become dust.” Again, the 
latter is a plausible restoration and, in my view, should be printed in the main 
text. Assuming that Henry’s conjectures for 30.29 are correct, I suggest for the 
lacuna of 30.28 τ[οὺς λόγους]. Consequently, the text of 30.28-29 would be: 
[οὐ]δ’ ἀποδέχονται τ[οὺς λόγους] ἀ̣λ̣λὰ / [πάν]π̣ολ̣[λοι] ψέγ[ο]υσιν, “nor do 
they approve of the arguments, but rather many find fault.” The end of 31.30 is, 
probably, [ταφῆς / τυχεῖν] (cf. 32.18), and the translation of the line is: “now, 
regarding occasions in which one happens [to receive no burial] at all.” To fill 
the lacuna at 31.32-33 I endorse Mekler’s conjecture [ἐπίλ]υπον and propose 
οὐ παντ[άπασι δ’] / [ἐπίλ]υπον, “but should not be in every case a cause for 
grief.” Philodemus’ point is that receiving no burial is not pitiable in all respects 
but only in some. And whatever the reasons for pitying the unburied dead, 
they have to do with aspects of the dead man’s life, not with events occurring 
after his death.
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The translation is accurate, if occasionally too literal. Queries may be 
raised in places, however. “One who goes by the appellation ‘young’ will not 
in addition, [when he has] this, require even infinity, never mind the life of an 
old man” (13.6-9) strikes me as odd and incompatible with orthodox Epicure-
anism. Instead, I translate: “one who is called ‘young,’ [when he has] this (sc. a 
total grasp of happiness), will not also desire eternity, nor indeed will he need 
in addition the life of an old man.” Henry renders ἠ[ρε]μ̣ίας μεταλαμβάνοντα 
(14.8-9) by “sharing in stillness.” On the other hand, I prefer “getting his share 
of tranquility,” because Philodemus speaks of a sensible person’s desire to live 
long enough to master the Epicurean doctrine and thus gain peace of mind. 
(Length of life is not entirely irrelevant to the Epicurean idea of happiness.) He 
does not speak of a physical condition of the soul, as “stillness” might appear 
to imply. Also objectionable are Henry’s translations of τὴν ἀρίστην [διάθε]σιν 
[ἀπολαβ]εῖν (15.6-7) by “[receiving] the best disposition,” and of τὸ μέγιστον 
ἀγαθὸν ἀπε[ί]ληπται (19.2-3) by “the greatest good has been received (by 
him).” People practicing Epicureanism do not receive their good disposition, 
they gain it through assiduous intellectual and spiritual efforts; and the same 
holds for the supreme good.

The translation of [κἄπειτ’] ἀ[π]ολαῦσαι τῆς δυνατωτάτω[ν ἀνδρῶν] 
εὐετηρ[ί]α̣ς (18.11-12) by “[and then] to enjoy the flourishing of [men] of the 
greatest power” involves Henry’s assumption that here Philodemus compares 
the flourishing of the youth who has made progress in Epicureanism with 
the material prosperity of a king (cf. note 63). However, although εὐετηρία 
often denotes material prosperity, it also refers, quite frequently, to thriving in 
general. Moreover, δυνατώτατοι ἄνδρες may refer to rulers, but it need not; 
the expression may also indicate people who are most powerful in mind (cf. 
LSJ), and therefore, I suggest, it may point specifically to the authorities of the 
Epicurean school. If so, an alternative better rendering of the phrase is: “[and 
then] to enjoy the flourishing life of the wisest men.” A passage regarding 
people’s sorrow at one’s death is rendered by Henry as follows: “and [we shall 
have] many good people who will be distressed when we die, anticipation of 
which thing gladdens (us) naturally” (21.12-15). I prefer the following: “and 
[we shall have] many good people who will be distressed when we die - some-
thing that, when it is anticipated, naturally delights (us).”

Moreover, at 33.3, the particle γε cannot mean “at least” but must be em-
phatic: not “at least when the remnant has no perception,” but rather “when 
indeed the remnant has no perception.” For Henry’s “at least” might appear to 
imply, per impossibile, that there are occasions in which corpses do perceive. 
Also, for reasons that have to do with the context, I object to Henry’s translation 
of 35.19-25: “and in addition, (I marvel at them) if they do not think, given 
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that it is a misfortune to fall in with such things, that even the most sensible 
men have a wretched life, anticipating that perhaps it will happen to them 
too, since it is up to fortune.” In discussing the fear of dying violently by the 
decision of an unjust court or ruler, Philodemus contrasts the equable attitude 
of the sage with the beliefs of those who consider it unbearable to be unjustly 
condemned by bad men (cf. 34.11-25). Lines 19-25 of the same column con-
tain an implicit counterfactual claim, in parallel with the counterfactual claim 
of the immediately previous sentence: it would be amazing if such fools did 
not believe (falsely) that utterly wicked men who are either acquitted or not 
condemned at all by bad people are not happy (fools can be safely expected to 
believe that such people are happy: 35.11-19); and moreover (cf. ἔτι δ’, 35.19), 
given that such fools consider it an utter misfortune to be unjustly condemned 
by bad men, it would be amazing if they also did not think that even the wisest 
people are unhappy, because they anticipate that they too can die violently and 
unjustly, as indeed they might (35.19-25). The fact that fools are bound to hold 
such empty beliefs is conveyed by the indicative form of the relevant verbs. 
And although the first conditional does not contain a negation, whereas the 
latter does (cf. μή, 35.19), nonetheless the counterfactual nature of both claims 
is clear. In fact, fools do falsely believe that wicked men acquitted or not con-
demned by wicked rulers are blessed. And also, fools do preposterously believe 
that wise men are unhappy in so far as they anticipate that blind fortune may 
deliver them into the power of unjust courts or tyrants. I think that Henry’s 
translation is misleading, because it creates the impression that it is truly a 
misfortune to be exposed to such things. Perhaps then the following translation 
is preferable: “and moreover, on the assumption that it is a misfortune to fall 
into such evils, I marvel if they (sc. fools who consider it insupportable to be 
condemned by the worst of men, 35.11-13) do not believe that even the most 
sensible people have a wretched life because they anticipate that perhaps it (sc. 
the aforementioned misfortune) will happen to them too in so far as it is the 
work of fortune.” Finally, in 35.34, Philodemus introduces yet another case of 
grief concerning death, namely grief at the prospect of not being remembered 
by anyone at all after one dies. As in the previous case of grief at the prospect 
of dying unjustly in the hands of bad rulers, so in this case Philodemus points 
out that it is forgivable and natural to feel some pain (33.37-34.4, 35.34-37). 
No contrast is implied between these two sorts of cases, and therefore τό γε 
μήν etc. (35.34) should not be rendered by “on the other hand,” but rather by 
“now” or “as for,” or some such. 

The footnotes to the translation supply all sorts of information and ex-
egesis: philosophical and literary parallels, justification of textual supplements, 
biographical and bibliographical details, and identification of proverbs and idi-
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oms. In particular, Henry’s philological remarks are pertinent and incisive, and 
the parallels that he gives are valuable and sometimes intriguing (e.g., notes 8, 
16, 30, 40, 48, 53, 67, 73, 79, 83, 95, 96, 106, 109, 115, 135, 137). However, it is 
regrettable that Henry does not draw the reader’s attention to the many original 
and philosophically important features of On Death. For example, the notes do 
not flag places in which Philodemus strengthens the premise and expands the 
scope of the insensitivity argument by applying it to hard cases (5.1-4, 3.30-36, 
9.1-12, 22.30-33, 28.32-36), and the same holds for the non-identity argument 
(20.5ff., 23.1ff., 28.14-20, 30.7-20) and Philodemus’ novel uses of the notorious 
Symmetry Argument (22.24-28, 23.37-24.5, 36.17-25). Also, readers are not 
alerted to features such as Philodemus’ apparent novelty regarding the rele-
vance of temporal duration to happiness (13.3-6, 13.36-14.14, 19.1-20.1, 28.32-
36); his significant concession that there are certain types of cases in which it is 
perfectly natural to feel a “bite” of anguish or sorrow regarding death (20.2-5, 
25.2-10, 26.3, 33.34-36, 34.1-26); his startling uses of “bitter” parrhesia, frank 
speech, and their therapeutic and pedagogical value (28.37-29.2, 29.32-30.5, 
31.11-20, 32.31-33.9, 33.19-23, 37.18-38.3); and so on. If the length of the 
volume were an issue, it would be preferable, I think, to have devoted more 
space to such topics and less to the photographs of the papyrus (an attractive 
feature which, however, occupies forty-four pages of the one hundred and sixty 
pages of the volume). A final word regarding presentation. The book is care-
fully copy-edited and beautifully produced. I noticed no mistakes other than 
two missing accents: ῥαθ[υμό]τερα (17.13); and προλαμβα[νό]μενον (21.14).

The above remarks should not cloud the fact that I have a generally posi-
tive response to the volume under review. Philodemus, On Death contains the 
best edition of On Death available to date as well as a fairly good translation 
of the work into English. It makes accessible to a broad audience one of the 
most substantial philosophical writings of the Greco-Roman period, and it is 
a reference work in Philodemean studies. The volume should be of particular 
interest to papyrologists, scholars of ancient philosophy and of ancient litera-
ture, general classicists, and philosophers who specialize in ethics, metaphys-
ics, or moral psychology.

University of California, Santa Barbara Voula Tsouna



Lutz Popko, Nadine Quenouille, and Michaela Rücker (eds.), Von 
Sklaven, Pächtern und Politikern. Beiträge zum Alltag in Ägypten, 
Griechenland und Rom. Δουλικὰ ἔργα zu Ehren von Reinhold Scholl. 
Archiv für Papyrusforschung, Beiheft 33. Berlin and Boston: Wal-
ter de Gruyter, 2012. xxiv + 260 pages + 16 plates. ISBN 978-3-11-
028064-7.

This Festschrift is a mixture of essays and texts. The essays are not num-
bered; the texts are. Not all the essays and texts relate to slaves, tenants, or 
politicians, and the inclusion of Greece and Rome does not make for thematic 
coherence either. I will focus here on the “Egyptian” contributions and texts.

The second essay (D. Colomo and M. Gerhardt, “Bemerkungen zu dem 
vermeintlichen hapax legomenon ἐντύλιγμα [P.Münch. III 142 und Hesych κ 
2543],” pp. 11-17) adds another instance of this Greek word for “wrapper” (an 
old conjecture in Hesychius). The fourth essay (U. Kaplony-Heckel, “Toten-
dienst und Tempeldienst im Alten Ägypten,” pp. 33-40) is a handy survey of 
the topic, but one would not look for it here. The eighth essay (L. Popko, “Das 
historische Vorbild des Menechpare Siamun. Die Diskreditierung kuschiti-kuschiti-
scher Pharaonen in der spätzeitlichen Literatur,” pp. 84-100) argues that the 
historical model for the imaginary Menkh-Pre Siamun, Thutmoses III, does 
not appear in a favorable light in Setne II, because he had earlier been used 
by the Kushite dynasty for their royal propaganda, which the author of Setne 
II resisted.

Text 1 (ed. R. Ast) is a Greek response to a petition with a Latin date (AD 
370). In line 4, ἀξιοῦμεν κελεῦσαι σου τὸ μεγαλεῖον should not be translated 
as “we think it right to ask that your majesty,” but as “we ask that your majesty 
order.” σου τὸ μεγαλεῖον is the subject of κελεῦσαι, and ἀξιόω is just “to ask.” 
In line 6, καὶ πρότερον is followed by a blank space and should be translated 
as “earlier too” (not “and earlier”). In the numbering of the lines something 
went wrong; line 2 stands for the blank space at the end of line 1. Lines 3 and 
following are really lines 2 and following. Text 2 (ed. R. Ast) is a Greek report 
of proceedings with a Latin date (AD 394) and a Latin introduction. On pp. 
129-133 instances of “majesty” as a form of address are listed. ἡ μεγαλειότης 
is attested from an earlier date than τὸ μεγαλεῖον.

Text 3 (ed. G. Azzarello) is a Late Antique multiplication table in Greek 
on papyrus. Text 5 (ed. B. Kramer and D. Hagedorn) is an early Roman tes-
tamentary manumission of slaves drawn up in Tholthis in the Oxyrhynchite 
nome (most other testaments from the Oxyrhynchite nome were drawn up 
in the nome capital Oxyrhynchos). This Greek original is written transversa 
charta. Text 6 (ed. T. Kruse) forwards an offer in Greek (dated October 31, 
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AD 159) to exploit salt in the imperial estate formerly owned by Pallas to the 
ἐργοσκόπος of the meris of Themistos in the Arsinoite nome. Text 7 (ed. F. 
Naether) is a Demotic receipt for the syntaxis (p3 [sic] swn(t)gs.t in line 3) on 
a Theban ostracon from 135 BC. There is a list of such receipts, in Demotic 
and Greek, on pp. 195-198.

Text 8 (ed. G. Poethke) is a ten-year lease in Greek of an οἰκίον (a farm-
house) and part of a πωμάριον (an orchard) at Temseu Skordon, drawn up 
in AD 515 by the notary Pinoution in Hermopolis (line 3 being part of the 
prescript, not the address as the editor has it). The lessor is someone from 
Hermopolis (perhaps a woman; in texts from Hermopolis ἡ σὴ εὐγένεια as 
here in lines 7-8 is most often used for women). The rent is 1 artaba of jujubes 
or 8 carats. The reduced color photo is of little use. Text 9 (ed. N. Quenouille) 
is a Greek account of labor on an estate, similar to, and in the same hand as, 
O.Bodl. 2.1733, part of an extensive archive of such accounts (trismegistos.
org/archive/433). The editor argues that the abbreviation παιδ(  ) should be 
resolved as παιδίον or –ία, but fails to do so in lines 8 (where παῖδ(ες) α is 
particularly disturbing), 9, 12, and 13 (παῖδ(ες) α̣) of the Greek text and in 
the translation, which has “Pais” and “Paides.” The index lists the occurrences 
under παιδίον. The editor also argues that παιδίον or –ία should be understood 
as “child slave(s).”

Text 10 (ed. F. Reiter) is a re-edition of P.Giss.Univ. 1.11, a Greek poll-
tax receipt from Berenikis Thesmophorou from AD 81/2. Texts 11-12 (ed. 
G. Schmelz) are Coptic “Schutzbriefe” (ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ with or without ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ) 
on small square pieces of papyrus, probably from the region of Hermopolis. 
Texts 13-15 (ed. C. Werner) are three medical recipes in Greek (πεπτικόν, ἀπὸ 
μέλιτος, and Philon’s medicine) from a single sixth-century papyrus codex. 
The layout of the texts is confusing (the 3D reconstruction on Tafel XVI does 
not help).

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen



V. Bartoletti, G. Bastianini, G. Messeri, F. Montanari, and R. Pintau-
di, Papiri greci e latini 15. Florence: Istituto Papirologico “G. Vitelli,” 
2008. xiv + 448 pages + 100 plates. ISBN 978-88-87829-37-2.

The publication of the 122 papyri (58 literary, 60 documentary, 4 “figu-
rati”) gathered in this volume, imminent at the time of the death of the editor 
Vittorio Bartoletti in 1967, owes its completion to the collaboration of a dedi-
cated team of scholars and friends of the deceased (p. vi). Seventy-seven of the 
texts that comprise PSI 15 were published earlier, including 1453-1468, issued 
in 1979 as PSI 15, fasc. 1: the inclusion of these texts, revised and updated, 
alongside texts edited here for the first time gives to this handsome collection 
the integrity originally envisioned.

PSI 15 falls into two main parts of nearly equal length: literary and para - 
literary texts (1453-1510, on pp. 3-201) and documents (1511-1570, on pp. 
205-395), followed by a very brief section on figurative papyri (1571-1574, on 
pp. 399-403). References to editio princeps and comprehensive bibliography 
preface the editions of previously published papyri, of which this reviewer will 
present a few highlights before focusing on texts edited here for the first time. 
Of note among the published literary pieces are 1470, the remains of a para-
phrase of lines 11-14 from Sappho, fr. 31 Voigt, followed by the literal quotation 
of the next three lines from the same ode, introduced by a narrative transition 
otherwise unattested in hypomnemata. 1476 comprises four lengthy fragments 
from an anthology of sententious passages mostly drawn from tragedy (Eurip-
ides especially) and comedy (Menander dominates); the excerpts illustrate the 
themes of ἀρετή, πλοῦτος, τύχη, and λόγος and appear alternatively to high-
light praise and blame. The interest of 1478, which preserves three columns 
from a roll that once held the first book of Apollonius of Rhodes’ Argonautica 
(lines 332-442), lies in the presence in its middle column of dots arranged 
vertically at a fixed distance from the left margin, documenting a system un-
like those known to have been used by scribes to ensure the perfect alignment 
of their columns of writing. Fragment 1480, whose attribution to Menander’s 
Theophorumene is now generally (if cautiously) accepted, evidently belongs to 
the hymn to Cybele sung by the girl, and 1482 (edited by A. Carlini) preserves 
the unfinished autograph hexametric experiment – begun on the recto, then 
repeated and expanded on the verso – of a poet who deploys his literary culture 
(Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, Euripides, and Apollonius of Rhodes) in a hymn 
celebrating Peace.

Noteworthy among the new literary texts are: 1477, to date the single 
papyrological testimony for lines 32-41 of Callimachus’ Hymn to Zeus; 1486, 
which preserves the only attestation of the present ἐκπέμπῃ (vs. the aorist 
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ἐκπέμψῃ) in Isocrates, Nicocles 25; 1498, which contains parts of lines 341-346 
of Hesiod’s Theogony, heretofore unattested in the papyri, and offers two read-
ings unknown to the medieval tradition of the Hesiodic poem (the names of 
the rivers Νέστος [Νέσσος mss] in 341 and Ἀρτησκός [Ἄλδησκος mss] in 345, 
the latter otherwise attested only once in Herodotus 4.92); and 1505, whose 
diction, layout, and contents associate it with the so-called Mythographus Ho-
mericus, but which departs from the latter by treating non-contiguous passages 
from Iliad 1 (the sacrifice of Iphigeneia in 106 and the origin of the Myrmidons 
in 180) in direct sequence.

PSI 15 presents a number of important paraliterary texts as well. Gathered 
here, with Alexander Jones as their editor, are four astronomical (1490-1493) 
and two astrological texts (1494-1495). 1490 (second century CE), written 
in the same hand that copied P.Oxy.Astr. 4133 and 4134, may come from the 
same roll and treatise as the other two; if so, all three derive from a theoretical 
work on astronomical models and tables. The particular historical interest of 
1490 is its description of the construction of the table of mean motions for 
the sun, keeping mean motions and anomaly of the sun in separate tables, 
and this several decades before Ptolemy’s Almagest. Fragment 1491 (second 
century CE), which belongs to a description of the columns of a lunar syzygy-
table (or table of full moons), confirms that a substantial part “of the most 
advanced Babylonian lunar theory was transmitted into Greek and actually in 
use in Roman Egypt” (p. 139). 1492 (same century) is the fragment of a table 
(“template”) applying Babylonian parameters to the description of the planet 
Saturn’s daily progress along the five stages of its synodic cycle, while 1493 
(third century CE) is part of a “Standard Scheme” template “setting out the 
day-to-day progress of the moon in longitude and in argument of latitude” (p. 
154). While the portions of lines that make up 1494 do not suggest any close 
parallel in the vast corpus of astrological literature, the codex page 1495 pre-
serves a fragment from a discussion of the division of the zodiac into twelve 
topoi (dodekatropos), with the resemblance which the papyrus bears to Valens 
suggesting a possible common source for both.

F. Maltomini contributes the ed.pr. of 1496, a fourth-century CE papyrus 
written on both sides and bearing remains of magic formularies, their exten-
sive physical damage making it impossible to establish either the textual con-
tinuity between the two sides or whether we are dealing with a codex or with 
a roll. The text written along the fibers (recto) most likely comes from a love 
charm (ἀγωγή) in which Hecate is summoned and whose purpose is to drive 
a woman mad (cf. αὐτήν, line 13; ἐκμανῆνα̣[ι, line 14). The praxis instructs the 
practitioner to fashion a wax figurine and to draw a figure and write magic 
words; the rites take place at night and involve swallowing something. The well 
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known Maskelli- and Ablanathanalba-logoi follow in lines 7-12, and the papy-
rus breaks off with rough sketches of a flaming torch (Hecate’s attribute) and 
what looks like an animal muzzle. The text across the fibers (verso) is part of a 
magic recipe involving the drawing of a figure with ink made of the blood of 
a dog and a cat (lines 1-2). Representations of an eight-spoke star and a falcon 
follow, and below them a list of magic words written in columnar fashion. The 
presence of solar symbols (and the absence of references to the vengeful power 
of Typhon) suggest that the text is meant to effect protective magic.

The documentary texts edited here for the first time comprise, inter alia, 
official correspondence, receipts, accounts, sworn declarations, and minutes 
of court proceedings, ranging in date from the mid-second century BCE to 
the seventh century CE. A selection of highlights follows. 1511 is an order 
for payment dated to 137 BCE addressed by Chomenis, identified with the 
recipient of the private letter PSI 13.1312 also known as the eponymous com-
mander of a detachment of indigenous cleruchs in various Tebtunis papyri, to 
the τραπεζίτης Polemon known from P.Tebt. 3.1.766 (136 BCE); the recipient 
of the payment is a certain Orsenouphis son of Palamounis, whose extremely 
common name is counteracted by his very rare patronymic. The interest of the 
official letter 1517 (32/3 CE), once transmitted with the copy of a hypomnema 
whose contents the letter does not elucidate, rests in its being addressed to the 
elders of Psenamosis, a village possibly located in the Hermopolite nome. The 
lease of a plot of royal land preserved in 1518 (34-36 CE) was drawn up in the 
γραφεῖον of Bacchias, thus supplying the first attestation of the presence of a 
recording office in this village. The section of τόμος συγκολλήσιμος 1521 is 
a property declaration made in 54 CE by a woman acting with her kyrios, in 
which she lists various plots of cleruchic land in the vicinity of Senepta and 
a house in the same village; it is the second known text to date to mention 
the prefect L. Lusius Geta’s edict decreeing a general census of real property 
(the other text is SB 20.14392, of Memphite provenance and dated to 53 CE). 
In the fragmentary homologia 1530, whose two parties are female residents 
of the Arsinoite metropolis, Helena acknowledges receipt of earnest money 
from Arsinoe to whom she sells a house bequeathed to her in a deed of last 
will; the testator was Protous, a woman from Tebtunis known from the loan 
P.Vars. 10 (155 CE), and her will was opened in the presence of the strategos 
of the division of Heracleides. The small fragment 1534 from a petition de-
nouncing acts of violence and thefts offers the fifth attestation of the adjective 
ἀνήκεστος and the first of the adverb πληθικῶς in the papyri. The three letters 
issued in quick sequence and copied in the official register 1535 concern vari-
ous liturgies for public works being carried out in Oxyrhynchus. The fact that 
the letters were written at a time when βουλαί had not yet been established 
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in nome capitals suggests that the second imperial year by which they are 
dated belongs in the reign of Pescennius Niger (193 CE). The late Ptolemaic 
letter of recommendation 1539 may be related to the Heracleopolite archive 
of Athenodoros (BGU 16.2600-2668); it documents the previously unknown 
village secretary Thoönas, komogrammateus of Thosbis in the Oxyrhynchite 
nome. In the declaration 1548 sworn during the prefectorate of Aurelius Basi-
leus, we encounter a ship captain whose mother bore the otherwise unattested 
name Taphamais. 1549 preserves part of a report of proceedings conducted 
before the prefect Aurelius Appius Sabinus: the formulaic language recalls SB 
5.7696, the involvement of the advocatus fisci suggests a case of insolvency or 
tax evasion, and the epistrategos Magnus is restored to the prosopography of 
the third century. In the contract of sale 1550, the buyer Aurelia Didyme bears 
as second name the very rare Hygia; she purchases six arouras of cultivated 
land in a Φίλωνος κλῆρος, a holding previously unknown in the vicinity of the 
village of Pela. The third-century summons 1552 documents the epiploia or 
liturgical naval escort of goods as in P.Oxy.Hels. 20; the horseradish oil being 
transported is qualified as διοικητικός, an adjective rarely used in the papyri. 
The private letter 1553 is to be added to the vast dossier of the family of Sarapion 
alias Apollonianus; the fragmentary fourth-century account 1567 concerns a 
product (wine?) delivered in containers/measures of various capacities to an 
ampelourgos; and the receipt of payment 1568 (fifth or sixth century) may be 
related to the Apion archive.

Among the four illustrated papyri (1571-1574) of Byzantine date repro-
duced here we encounter the well-known “Madonna col bambino” (1574) 
preserved on a Coptic papyrus from Antinoe.

The volume concludes with several indices (pp. 405-448) and a full set of 
excellent black-and-white photographs of nearly all the papyri (1463 and 1472 
are now lost). PSI 15 is an extremely rich volume, handsomely produced, and 
nearly flawless in its presentation. The product of a close and long scholarly 
collaboration, this publication is an appropriate tribute to the scholar whose 
acumen and energy gave it its first impetus.

University of California, San Diego Maryline Parca
Visiting Scholar 



Hélène Cadell, Willy Clarysse, and Kennokka Robic, Papyrus de la 
Sorbonne (P.Sorb. III nos 70-144). Papyrologica Parisina [1]. Paris: 
Presses de l’université Paris-Sorbonne, 2011. xxiv + 189 pages + 11 
plates +1 CD-ROM. ISBN 978-2-84050-726-0.

The third volume of P.Sorb. contains texts from the Ptolemaic period only. 
The three editors each sign for one of three third century BC archives: Hélène 
Cadell (re-)edits a small set (“dossier”) of private documents related to one 
Zenodoros, a Cyrenaean and lochagos from the Oxyrhynchite nome (70-74); 
Willy Clarysse (re-)edits a larger batch (“archives”) of documents mostly ad-
dressed to (occasionally from) the lower-level nomarch Aristarchos (75-102); 
and Kenokka Robic (re-)edits the largest batch (“archives”) of texts, mostly 
petitions and letters associated with the epistates Demetrios (103-144).

The texts are fully illustrated on the accompanying CD-ROM, which also 
contains a searchable version of the text (slightly “off ” compared to the printed 
text). The best pieces are also illustrated on the color foldouts at the back. The 
endpapers illustrate 77.3-9. The edition of the sometimes difficult texts main-
tains a high standard throughout. There is no indication in the texts when the 
papyrus breaks off, and this information has to be gleaned from the descrip-
tions or the illustrations. There is an occasional typographical glitch: when the 
editor inserts a line number (5, 10, etc.) or an arrow indicating the direction of 
the fibres (→,↓), the text sometimes indents (not so on the papyrus).

The lengthy introduction to texts 70-74 is largely devoted (pp. 4-21) to 
a discussion of the regnal years of Ptolemy II and the co-regency with his 
son (268/7-260-59 BC). 71, mentioning a kanephoros of Arsinoe II, is from 
268/7, and P.Bryce dem., mentioning another, could be from 269/8, allowing 
Arsinoe’s death to occur in 270, as traditionally held.

70 (270 BC) is the sale of Argyris, a Syrian slave woman aged 40, in Oxy-
rhynchus. The buyer is Zenodoros; the seller is a resident alien (parepidemos) 
from Libya, Simon. 71 is a loan of fodder (chortos) by Zenodoros to another 
Cyrenaean, Polyanthes. The debtor will return 1.5 times as much fodder to the 
horse stable of Zenodoros in Takona in the Oxyrhynchite nome. Of this six-
witness contract both scriptura exterior and scriptura interior are preserved. 
72 (266/5) re-edits P.Sorb. 1.14, a receipt for a sizeable amount of rent in kind 
paid by Zenodoros for a kleros owned by another soldier, from Asine. 73 (after 
266) re-edits P.Sorb. 1.15, another six-witness contract mentioning a lease of a 
kleros. 74 (270-266) is a six-witness contract of lease. The note on the back (τὸ 
ἥμυσυ τῆς συγ-|[γ]ρ̣α̣φ̣ῆ̣ς. Σήσαμος) is explained in n. 84 (p. 44) as if the text 
was written twice on the same papyrus, which was then cut in half, one half for 
Zenodoros, one of the contracting parties, the other for an official responsible 
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for the oil monopoly (hence the mention of sesame here and in the main text, 
ll. 7-8). There is an additional fragment on p. 48, which may or may not be 
part of the Zenodoros dossier.

Texts 75-102 are from the bilingual archive of Aristarchos, nomarch of the 
area where the Bahr Yusuf enters the Arsinoite nome going northeast (the map 
on p. 54 records the known nomarchies from the middle of the third century 
BC, drawing in part on the forthcoming P.Petr.2 2). The archive dates from year 
38 (248/7 BC) mainly, but there are texts from 250 to 231. In the apparatus to 
re-edited Greek texts leg. appears to stand for legi (elsewhere ego appears; there 
is no such apparatus for re-edited Demotic texts).

75 (250) re-edits P.Lille 1.12, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. 76 (248) is the 
re-edition of a Demotic declaration by a myriarouros to Aristarchos, guar-
anteeing payment to the royal treasury for land near Syron kome. The Greek 
subscription was included in SB 20.14434. 77 (248) re-edits SB 12.10850, a 
Greek letter to Aristarchos. The apparatus on l. 18 (on the verso) is confusing; 
there are no line notes on the text on the verso to help us out. 78 (247) is the 
re-edition of a Demotic lease with an oath addressed to Aristarchos. The Greek 
subscription was included in SB 20.14432. 79 (248) is a Greek letter to Aris-
tarchos. 80 (247) is a royal oath addressed to Aristarchos in Greek, previously 
published as P.Sorb. 1.32. 81 (247) is a Demotic receipt with an oath addressed 
to Aristarchos for work on “the road of Pharaoh” (l. 7 p3 ˹h˺yr (?) pr-c3). It in-
cludes a Greek subscription. 82 (248) preserves only the Greek subscription to 
a Demotic text. 83 (248) is a royal oath addressed to Aristarchos in Demotic 
with a Greek subscription. An unread name in Demotic is rendered AAA in 
the transcription as well as in the translation (NN is used for another unread 
name in l. 4). Perhaps drawings of the Demotic could have been provided 
instead. 84 (247) re-edits SB 12.10844, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. In l. 4 the 
expression μυω̣πία[ν] ἐ ̣νφαν̣[ίζωσι is not translated, and l. 9 contains a new 
word, λιπούργιον, perhaps a reservoir associated with a canal (the forthcoming 
P.Petr.2 2.58 apparently gives the width of one such λιπούργιον as 75 cm). 85 
(247/6) re-edits P.Lille dem. 3.108, a Demotic letter to Aristarchos. 86 (246) 
re-edits SB 12.10853, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. 87 (242) re-edits P.Lille 
1.13, a Greek letter from Aristarchos. 88 (241) re-edits P.Lille 1.15, a Greek 
letter to Aristarchos, and improves the syntax by reading a verb of saying in 
l. 2. 89 (238) re-edits P.Lille 1.14, a Greek letter to Aristarchos, and reverts to 
the ed.princ. for the title in l. 4 (“écrit en superposition”: epsilon on top, then pi 
in the middle, and lambda over iota at the bottom, yielding ἐπιλ(άρχην)). 90 
(undated) re-edits P.Lille 1.16, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. In l. 8 εἰς ἄροσιν is 
read instead of εἰς ἄριστο̣ν̣ and translated “en labourant” (ploughing). 91 (un-
dated) re-edits SB 12.10854, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. 92 (undated) re-edits 
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SB 12.10855, a Greek promise to pay addressed to Aristarchos. 93 (undated) 
re-edits SB 12.10856, a Greek letter to Aristarchos. 94 (undated) re-edits SB 
12.10852, a Greek hypomnema addressed to Aristarchos. 95-96 (undated) are 
Greek letters to Aristarchos. 97 (undated) re-edits SB 12.10851, a Greek order 
to pay Aristarchos. 98 (undated) is a Greek letter to Aristarchos. 99 (undated) 
is a prosangelma addressed to Aristarchos. 100 (undated) re-edits P.Lille 1.17, a 
Greek letter to Aristarchos and Mikkale from their father (name unread) in an 
old-fashioned hand. 101 (undated) is a Greek hypomnema from Aristarchos. 
102 (undated) is a Greek letter written with an Egyptian rush to Aristarchos.

Texts 103-144, purchased in 1978 from Michael Fackelmann, are associ-
ated with Demetrios, epistates of Mouchis, and date from 226-219 BC. The peti-
tions included here are, as usual in the third century BC, addressed to the king 
and after consideration by the strategos sent to a village official, here the epi- 
 states, with the instruction to deal with the matter. One petition (133) survives 
only on a photo. The letters included here relate also to various other village 
officials such as the phylakites Glaukos closely associated with the epistates.

103 (221) is a petition against a Jew for barricading (ἀνωικοδόμει l. 5) a 
house in Mouchis or rather the accompanying aule (in l. 6 α̣ὐ̣λ̣ή̣ν can be read 
instead of ο̣[ἰκία]ν). 104 (220) is another such petition from an old man. In 
l. 3 the editor overtranslates μὴ ἰσχύειν τοῖς ἰδίοις as “ne pas être capable de 
construire par mes propres moyens.” Probably no more than “I am not strong 
on my own” is intended. 105 (ca. 220) re-edits SB 18.13837, a petition about 
a gymnasium. 106 (223/2) re-edits SB 18.13842, a petition against breaking a 
lease and theft. 107 (219) is a petition from a theagos of the sacred crocodiles 
against a κακοσχολῶν for encroaching upon land assigned (“consecrated” 
ἀνιερωμένων l. 2) to support the cult in the krokodilotaphion in Mouchis. The 
theagos requests that the produce be sealed for the duration of the hieromenia 
until the matter can be settled. 108 (ca. 220) re-edits SB 18.13840, a petition 
about the collapse of a dike. 109 (ca. 220) re-edits SB 18.13838, a petition from a 
wife against her husband. The introduction mentions an unpublished petition 
from Mouchis (P.Vindob.Barbara inv. 34; 223 BC) from a husband against his 
wife. 110 (219?) re-edits SB 18.13839, a petition against the theft of a woman’s 
clothes, including a χιτὼν ἄνθινος “tunique à fleurs” (l. 18). 111 (221) re-edits 
SB 18.13841, a petition about a loan and the theft of a himation. 112 (219) is 
a petition against a priest of the god Harmothis and several other men (in-
cluding a kerameus) for violence and illegal detention. The plaintiff demands 
200 drachmas from each of them. In l. 16 the scribe corrected a perfect form, 
which he leaves uncorrected earlier on in the text, into an aorist form. The next 
petitions (113-126, ca. 220) are very fragmentary. 127 (222-218) is a petition 
referring to an earlier petition. In l. 2 ἔδω̣[κα could also be third person. 128 
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(219) is a petition against people who set fire to something. In l. 14 it should be 
ἐπαναγκασ[αι]θῆναι. The scribe corrected himself while writing the verb. 129 
(219) re-edits SB 16.12426, a note from Demetrios to the strategos Diophanes 
to the effect that the reconciliation, which Diophanes instructed Demetrios to 
attempt in 128, failed. 130 (222) re-edits SB 16.12427, an “order to arrest” from 
Demetrios to Glaukos the phylakites. 131 (222) is a letter from Demetrios to 
the same Glaukos inquiring about an earlier “order to arrest.” 132 (ca. 220) re-
edits P.Turner 16, a note accompanying witnesses under oath in a trial of two 
men. 133 (226) is a petition to the archiphylakites of Mouchis by a kapelos for 
theft. 134 (after 225/4) is a letter from Glaukos to Demetrios with a draft (135) 
on the back. In 134.6 ἀράκου can also be . φακοῦ, and the preceding may give 
the reason for the loss, perhaps δ̣ι[̣ασ]ε̣ισμο̣ῦ̣ (“for extortion”), although δ̣ι[̣ά- 
σ]ε̣ισμα (“as extortion”) would be easier. 136 (222) is a letter from Demetrios to 
Glaukos mentioning the Labyrinth at Hawara. 137 (224) is a letter to Glaukos 
with a draft of a letter from Glaukos to Hediste on the back (138). 139 (ca. 
220) is a letter to Glaukos. 140 (ca. 220) is a receipt for the price of a donkey 
and her foal (40 drachmas). The sellers are a woman named Staso and a man. 
Apparently Staso had earlier petitioned the king about the donkey. 141 (ca. 
220) is a list of names. 142-144 (ca. 220) are tiny fragments.

More volumes in the new series of Papyrologica Parisina (including P.Sorb. 
4) are announced on p. vii. With P.Sorb. 3 it is off to a good start.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen



Jan Bazant, Hermann Harrauer, and Rosario Pintaudi (eds.), “Papy-
rologica III,” Eirene 46 (2010) 5-149. Institute for Classical Studies, 
Institute of Philosophy of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague. 
ISSN 0046-1628.

Two previous issues of Eirene (34 [1998] and 40 [2004]) were devoted to 
the edition of papyri. Half of the issue under review is so too, and the papyri 
are this time from the collections of the Czech and Austrian National Libraries 
and the Laurenziana in Florence as well as from a private collection in Vienna 
(26). Students from Budapest have been involved in the editing for the first 
time. Indices to the Greek texts and plates (one in color: 10 verso on p. 149) 
follow the edition of the 37 documents included in this issue. Although the 
plates are referred to by number, the plates themselves are not numbered; the 
number of the text, however, appears on every plate, so that there is only a little 
bit of a nuisance in locating texts whose illustration is slightly out of order.

1 (after AD 155; on the back is an unpublished letter from Alypios from 
the Heroneinos archive) is a declaration of property to the βιβλιοφύλακες 
ἐγκτήσεων of the Arsinoite nome. A mother and her daughter have bought a 
new house, which they declare the same day. In line 4 the interlinear addition 
should have been indicated as such in the text. In line 9, after “this same day” 
follows ἓξ Π̣α̣[ which is translated as “6 di Pa[---],” ostensibly indicating one of 
the two months starting with Pa-, but I doubt whether this reading is possible. 
The plate allows reading ἐξ ἴσο̣[υ, indicating that mother and daughter share 
the property equally.

2 (AD 87) is a letter on the back of a register (illustrated on p. 119 but not 
transcribed) mentioning the Arsinoite village Argias. Line 8 is translated as if 
it said πάντα <ἃ> εἴληφα (not transcribed as such in the text), but it is better to 
put a period after πάντα (“you will send us everything”) and have εἴληφα start 
a new sentence (“I got a tunic and a cloak from my friend Didymos”). I would 
also put a period in line 4 after Εἰκαδίου (not Εἰκᾶ δι’ οὗ) and have δέδωκε start 
a new sentence (“Heraklas the merchant gave me money”). The interpunction 
of the Greek text provided by the editor is erratic throughout. The informa-
tion is conveyed by the author of the letter in short sentences. Where there is 
a connector, the relation between the two sentences should be brought out in 
the Greek text with proper interpunction as well as in the translation. For the 
latter I propose the following for lines 2-9:

“I sent you the answer via Nemesas the son of Mysthes alias Eikadios. 
Heraklas the merchant gave me money; you should likewise give me 
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money. We do not have vinegar and lentils; you should send us both. 
I got a tunic and a cloak from my friend Didymos.”

3 (AD 212) is a monthly report of the πράκτορες ἀργυρικῶν of Soknopaiou 
Nesos to the strategos of the Herakleidou meris of the Arsinoite nome. On the 
back is 4, a related register. 5 (AD 160/1; on the back is what seems to be an 
account from the Heroneinos archive) contains subscriptions to a declaration 
by a woman. The “object” declared in line 8 is read as μεσι[τείας, but such an 
abstract term is impossible in this context. It must be the beginning of a femi-
nine name, Μεσι[, and the “object” declared will have been the daughter of the 
woman. 6 (AD 256) is the end of a contract (date and description of the parties 
is all that survives) and could be from the Heroneinos archive.

7 (first half of VII AD) is an account of purchases. It mentions a κηπουρός 
of St. Menas, either a church or a monastery. On the verso is 8 (VII AD), a 
list of ζωνάρια (belts) delivered by two Arsinoite villages, Mikrou Epoikiou 
and Letous over several days. 9 (I/II AD) is the acknowledgment of a loan in 
money and in kind (wheat measured with the μέτρον τετραχοινικόν) from the 
Arsinoite nome. 10 (from Soknopaiou Nesos, AD 176; with a red stamp on the 
back) is a cession of catoecic land by one woman to another. The names of the 
former owner of the freedwoman who cedes the land and of the new owner 
at their first occurrence are followed by the designation θήλεια, presumably 
to avoid confusion (both women have names that are [more] commonly used 
for men: Stotoetis and Herieus).

11 (VI AD) is an account. There is an error in the transcription of line 
1, where the translation in combination with the note implies δι[άκ(ονος) 
π]αρ(ὰ) Μηνᾶ νο(μίσματα) ε [πέντε, but the trace following the lacuna 
rather resembles an upsilon (thus suggesting δι[ὰ τοῦ κ]υρ(ίου) Μηνᾶ). 12 
(IV/V rather than V/VI) is another account, of artabas this time. In line 12 
the patronymic is Hellen (spelled with one lambda), not Helenos. 13 (VI/VII 
AD) is an account of money, mentioning a κολλεκτάριος (the papyrological 
evidence for this official is laid out on pp. 46-47). The reading of the end of 
line 1 is dubious (the rho before the mu is highly unlikely), and the provenance 
(Hermopolis) based on it is therefore in doubt as well. 14 (VI rather than IV/V 
AD) is another account of money (the amount of myriads in line 10 can also 
be divided by 5 if we read νε instead of νς̣ there). There is no τοῦ in line 9 on 
the papyrus.

15 (VI) is a letter to “your all-praiseworthy lordship” in an attractive hand, 
mentioning Constantinople and Paulos the tribune. In line 4 ἵνα followed by 
the indicative means “where,” not “damit.” The tribune is going to settle ac-
counts in Constantinople with respect to the exitiones (on this see K.A. Worp, 
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BASP 49 [2011] 229 and 231). A renewed inspection of the original may throw 
more light on line 2.

16 (from Hermopolis, first quarter of IV AD) is another order from the 
archive of Apollonios (here called βοηθός; see CPR 6.12ff.). The editor claims 
that Aelianus rather than Olympiodoros, from whom the order emanates, 
signed the order, but the two brothers may have had a similar handwriting. 
17 (IV rather than III/IV AD) is a letter addressed by –ω]ν̣ to (rather than 
emanating from) Διοσκουρίδῃ̣ [τῷ? ἀ]δε̣λ̣φῷ (rather than Ἰ[̣ω]σήφῳ). There 
is no change of hands in line 2, and the third word from the end is ἐπί, not 
ἀπό. The first word may be δε]ῦ̣ρο rather than ]α̣ζο. In line 3 the verb form 
(pluperfect) is correctly spelled ἀφήκεις. Words are divided by spaces in this 
carefully written text. καθ’ ἡμέραν (no space between these two words) γὰρ 
ἐνοχλούμεθα is therefore more likely than παρενοχλούμεθα in line 3. 18 (IV 
rather than III) is another letter, to Epagathos. In line 4 read αὐτῷ (followed 
by παράσχου) rather than αὐτῶ<ν> (preceded by χόρτον). At the end of line 
3 perhaps read αὐτοῦ instead of ἅπ̣αν̣τα̣. The letter opens with a “hanging” 
accusative, and the man identified in it (“my brother Athanasios who is going 
your way”) could be indicated by αὐτοῦ here (and by αὐτῷ in line 4): “make 
his cattle be in the stable and provide him with fodder.” 19 (V AD) is another 
fragmentary letter.

20 (late V AD) is an account of solidi. The last symbol in line 9 is η´ (1/8) 
rather than 2/3. 21 (V) is an account of wine. In line 7, after εἰς ῥύσιν (not δι(̣ὰ) 
Σ̣ε̣ρ̣(  )) we expect a date (number + indiction abbreviated). 22 (AD 135) is the 
end of a document (the reading in line 2, which makes it a receipt, is a little 
adventurous). 23 (second half of VI AD) is an account of men, bread, and wine 
(correct the typo in line 7 to οἴνου). On the back is 24, another account from 
about the same time. Instead of ναούϊα in line 1 read μούϊα (sometimes spelled 
μώϊα), a measure for straw and fodder not out of place in this account (men-
tioning a χορτοθήκη, a stable, and camels more than once). At the end of the 
line Ἀκινδύνου should be read instead of ἀκίνδυνα as the name of the κτῆμα. 
Akindynou is an ἐποίκιον in the Oxyrhynchite nome (a provenance suggested 
by the editor on spurious grounds). 25 (III AD) is an account of wine. 26 (VII 
AD) is a register of land. 27 (IV or V AD) is an account of goods. 28 (IV AD) 
contains an account-like entry starting with πρόσκιταί σοι.

29 (III AD) is an “order to arrest” addressed to an ἀρχέφοδος. In line 5 
σιμω[ does not have to be the beginning of a name. 30 (VI AD) is an account 
of artabas. 31 and 32 (AD 484 and 484/5) are two orders to supply meat from 
the Holy Church of Oxyrhynchus (see PSI Com.8 10-15 for more). 33-35 (V 
AD) are land registers from the Heracleopolite nome with numbered κοιταί. 
The sometimes dubious names of the κοιταί are rightly flagged with asterisks 
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in the index of names on pp. 107-109. 34 is on the back of 33 but at a 90° angle. 
35 is a re-edition of SPP 10.144 together with the hitherto unread back.

36 (AD 233/4 or 265/6) is a monthly account, reused for a letter from the 
Heroneinos archive on the back (37).

In the preface the editors express the wish that P.Eirene 3 may make a 
modest contribution to scholarship. It certainly does, but one wishes that a little 
more editorial care will be taken in producing P.Eirene 4, which is expected 
to appear in 2016.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen



S. Gaffino Moeri, S. Gällnö, N. Poget, and P. Schubert, Les Papyrus 
de Genève. Quatrième volume. Genève: Bibliothèque Publique et Uni-
versitaire de Genève, 2010. xx + 377 pages + 74 plates in back pocket. 
ISBN 2-88220-027-7.

In this splendid volume 59 texts are (re-)edited (147-205). The major-
ity are from Late Antiquity, and these make significant contributions to what 
we know about this period. The plates at the back, when they are not too 
small, allow easy comparison with the printed texts. There are 45 documents 
(of which 10 had been published before) and 14 other texts (of which 3 had 
been published before). One of the latter is on a chip (“ostracon”) of limestone 
(154); two of them are on parchment (151, 160), as are two receipts (199, 200, 
where the parchment is twice referred to as “papyrus”; SPP 8.751, in the same 
hand, is also on parchment). The volume opens with the “theological” (8) and 
other (6) literary and subliterary texts. The documentary texts are given in no 
discernible order.

147 (VI AD) is presented as a paraphrase of Judges 20, but this is very 
doubtful, because the only specific term (ἀρ]ωτριαστάς for ἀροτριαστάς “la-
boureurs” in l. 5) does not fit. The link with Judges 20 supports the correction 
of ωρου to ὤρου<ς> for ὄρους, but ὥρου for ὅρου or even ὥρου or Ὥρου 
cannot be excluded. In l. 5 at the end it is ἑτερα[, not εἰσ̣̣ειδ[εῖν. 148 and 149 
(VI AD) are both on the same codex leaf (see the layout on pp. 20-21). 148 is 
the main text, LXX Psalm 36 laid out per cola et commata. In the upper and 
lower margins is 149. In the upper margins, in two columns, are two notes in 
another hand: to the left on both sides of the leaf the same note taken from the 
παραδείγματα “exemples”; to the right on the recto Luke 1:26-28 and on the 
verso Luke 1.30-32. In the lower margin on both sides of the leaf is yet another 
note, again repeated from the recto on the verso, but completed with an added 
phrase, taken from an anonymous gospel (εὐαγγέλιον τινὸς προσώπου). The 
note from the Examples (homiletic materials?) is the most curious. It seems to 
identify the angel Gabriel (from Luke 1) as the logos sent down from heaven 
to Mary, whose offspring is the Holy Spirit. In l. 26 the plate shows τούτου 
instead of α̣ὐτοῦ, and the same word should be restored in l. 8. Translating 
τοῦ μεγάλου α̣ὐτοῦ Παντ̣οκρ[ά]τ̣(ορ)ο̣ς̣ as “du grand Tout-Puissant lui-même” 
makes no sense. In ll. 9-10 maybe only [Παντο-|κράτορ]ος was written with-
out λόγος ἅγιος, which appears in l. 27 (indented) as a separate comment (“a 
holy word”?). Compared with the elaborate theological exegesis provided by 
E. Norelli the philological needs of this text get short shrift.

150 (VI AD but probably later; see n. 4 on p. 26) is a fragment of a homily 
quoting Luke 2:34-35. 151 (VI AD) is a leaf from a small (7.5 x 8 cm) parch-
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ment codex with unidentified prose. The verso starts with a new sentence, and 
in l. 10 it should just be δαπανῶ (subjunctive with μηδέν), not δαπανῶ(ν). In l. 
1 two apostrophes are used to separate interrogative τί. 152 (VI AD) is a frag-
ment from a codex with Basil, In Hex. 1.6-7. 153 (V/VI AD) is a bifolium with 
liturgical materials (the so-called anaphora of St. Mark), copied for personal 
use, so it seems. 154 (VIII AD) is a chip of limestone from Deir el-Bahari with 
the so-called Nicene (Constantinopolitan) creed (the “papyrological” attesta-
tions are listed on p. 58). The listing of texts on limestone chips on pp. 59-60 
only takes material with (some) Greek into account, but they all come from 
Thebes, more specifically from three monasteries (the two of Phoibammon 
and the one of Epiphanios) on the west bank.

155 (II AD) was used earlier by P. Schubert to show how an elusive literary 
papyrus is edited in the Oxford Handbook of Papyrology (2009) 204-206. 156 
(III AD) is a medical text. In l. 14 it should be ]εις (presumably εἰς) πύον. 157 
(first half of III AD) is from the same roll as P.Schubart 15 and contains part 
of the astrological poem (in elegiacs) of Anoubion. The full commentary has 
now appeared in CRAI 2009, 399-432. 158 (ca. AD 400) was published earlier 
in ZPE 126 (1999) 99-114 and incorporates fragments in Berlin and Cairo. The 
papyrus codex with a Blemyomachia (in hexameters) derives from the “little” 
monastery of Phoibammon at Thebes (the editor does not specify which of 
the two Phoibammon monasteries; see on this p. 61). 159 (VI AD) is entitled 
(fr. i + ii, ll. 1-2) ἐ̣γ̣κώμιον εἰς τὸν ἀν̣δ̣[ρ]ειό̣τα̣τ̣ο̣ν̣ (?; ἐν̣ ἁ̣γ̣[ίοι]ς̣ ὄντα cannot 
be read) | κ̣α̣ὶ ̣μεγα̣λ̣ο̣π̣ρεπέστατο̣[ν. In l. 3 φοῖβον could also be Φοῖβον. 160 
(VI AD) is a parchment bifolium with a school exercise comprising Isocrates, 
Ad Demonicum 52 (red ink, on the outside front), Ad Nicoclem 42-43 and 46 
(both on the inside). The vague photos do not help unravel the editor’s awk-
ward description of the piece nor confirm the readings, but the outside (p. 1) 
is illustrated below the inside (pp. 2-3) on plate XXII.

161 (AD 136) is a declaration of camels from Soknopaiou Nesos.  162 (AD 
138-143) re-edits ZPE 141 (2002) 155-157. Col. 2 is a declaration of “birth” 
from the capital of the Arsinoite nome (the son is now six years old). 163 (II 
AD) re-edits SB 20.14070, a letter from the Arsinoite nome. What is numbered 
as l. 41 is in fact the end of l. 40, so that l. 42 = 41, l. 40bis = 42, l. 41bis = 43, 
the line following l. 41 bis = 44, and ll. 43ff. = 45ff. 164 (II/III AD) re-edits APF 
51 (2005) 237-249, a report of proceedings in red ink. In l. 6 I would prefer τὸ 
Ἀντινοειτικὸν νόμ[ιμον over τὸ<ν> Ἀντινοειτικὸν νόμ[ον. 165 (AD 230) re-
edits SB 20.14978, a receipt for τέλος καταλοχισμῶν from the Arsinoite nome. 
I would allow for two more letters at the end of ll. 2-5: τ̣[ῶν καταλο-|χ]ισ(μῶν) 
for ll. 2-3, no lacuna at the beginning of l. 4, Ἡράκ[λε]ι[̣αν (not Ἡρακ[λε]ί[̣ας) 
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| κ]λ̣ή(ρου) for ll. 4-5, and σ]υ̣ναγομέν[ας] at the end of l. 5. 166 (AD 267) is 
a declaration on oath to a phylarchos from Oxyrhynchos.

167 (AD 539-570) is a petition from a nun (ἀσκήτρια) to a kankellarios-
topoteretes ἀνὰ τὸ λίμιτον. 168 (VI/VII AD) re-edits SB 16.12869, a letter con-
veying various instructions from the bishop of Apollonopolis Parva. In l. 5 
correct the accent on ὑμετέρα. In l. 25 παρ’ ὃ εν should be for ἦν rather than 
<εἶπ>εν: “contrary to what was the case” (when the founder Senouthios was 
still alive). The letter is sent by a chartoularios to his “brother” Plousammon, 
a comes and what is perhaps μαγ(ίστρῳ) χ(αρτουλαρίων) in l. 1 on the verso 
(read as  . . . σχ(  )). 169 (VI or rather VII AD) is a letter to a bishop. 170 (VII 
AD) is a liturgical calendar.

171 (first half of IV AD) is a business letter mentioning Maximianopolis 
(Kaine). The supplements to the left do not convince. In l. 9 there is a diaeresis 
over ὑπη-. 172 (IV/V AD) re-edits SB 16.12397, a business letter about a camel 
addressed to a grammateus of Philadelpheia. 173 (VI AD) is another letter. 
174 (VI/VII AD) is a letter of recommendation. 175 (AD 336) is an order to 
the stippourgoi of Taampemou in the Oxyrhynchite nome to pay stippia as 
rent via a pragmateutes. 176 (AD 360) is an instruction to a propoliteuomenos 
of the Arsinoite nome, with P.Gen. 12.80 on the verso, which cannot be from 
the Abinnaeus archive after all, given the date of the recto. 177 (AD 385) is 
an order to deliver meat to two speculatores from Oxyrhynchus. There is an 
unhelpfully long list of such orders starting with παράσχου from Oxyrhynchus 
on pp. 175-181. 178 (late VI AD) is a letter from the Hermopolite nome on the 
back of 201. In l. 2 εὕρω + inf. is just “can.” 179 (VI/VII AD) is an instruction 
in an arbitration case. A long (but selective) list of texts starting with π(αρά) 
is given on pp. 195-197. 180 (VI/VII AD) is an order for payment for the feast 
of Thoth. In l. 2 read Παπνουθίο(υ) for Παπνουθίῳ instead of ὑμῖν (for ἡμῖν) 
Ἀθιό(ει) following παράσχου. This time there is no long list of orders to pay 
one self (for obvious reasons).

181 (early VII AD) is a decision in an arbitration case. The supplement τῇ 
διαλύσει in l. 15 is incorrect, because this is the decision of the arbiters. Before 
that νο(τάριος) μαρ̣[τυρῶ is misread for υἱὸ(ς) Μα . [, the filiation of the third 
arbiter. Earlier on in the line Ἀπολλὼ υἱὸ(ς) Πραοῦ can be read instead of 
Ἀπολλώνιο(ς) π[α]ρών. Παρών has to disappear also from the supplement in 
l. 14, where it no doubt also said υἱό(ς) so-and-so instead.

182 (AD 468) is a petition to the defensor civitatis of Oxyrhynchus, with 
tachygraphy (205) on the back. 183 (V AD) is a draft of a petition from Oxy-
rhynchus with interesting scribal corrections. 184 (AD 551) is a petition which 
the editor thinks could be from Aphrodites Kome. The verb (?) in l. 2 will 
not have been uncontracted. The name(s) in l. 6 are misread. Instead of δι’ 
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ἐμοῦ Μαννα (a woman) θ̣ίν̣ου̣ I think I see δι’ ἐμοῦ Ἰωανναθ(  ) υἱοῦ, but the 
abbreviation mark (?) following the theta is dubious. At the end of l. 5 I see 
Ἰωάννου, not Ἰωάνης. 185 (AD 326?) is a sale of land. The beta at the top (l. 1) 
looks modern. 186 (AD 473-490) is a division of property from Hermopolis. 
There is a helpful plan of the property described on p. 235. One of the topo-
graphical markers is called οἱ Σωτῆρες. In the courtyard is a κρυπτήριον. 187 
(VI AD) is a dialysis from Hermopolis. 188 (AD 616) is a lease of land from 
the capital of the Arsinoite nome. In l. 17 it can be just πέντε ἀρουρῶν instead 
of a toponym Πεντεαρουρῶν.

189 (VII AD) is a contract between two women. The subscription, for one 
of the women, is in Coptic. Instead of ϯⲓⲥϩⲉⲓ ϯⲓϫⲱ I see ⲁⲓⲥϩⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲥ “I wrote 
for her” in l. 16. What precedes in ll. 15-16 must be the name of the man who 
wrote the subscription: ⲡⲁⲡⲁ ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲁ (son of) ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ. [See now J. Diethart 
and M. Hasitzka, ZPE 177 (2011) 237-239.]

190 (AD 522 or 523?) re-edits SB 16.13037, a sale of wine in advance 
from the Hermopolite nome. 191 (AD 526?) is another contract from the 
Hermopolite nome. 192 (AD 532) is an acknowledgment of debt from 
Heracleopolis. 193 (AD 551/2) re-edits SB 16.12510, a receipt for annona from 
Aphrodites Kome. 194 (AD 556) re-edits SB 6.9283 (from the Vienna papyrus 
collection) with a new fragment in Geneva. It is a loan of money and stippion 
from the capital of the Arsinoite nome. In l. 5 ἐμοῦ goes with what follows. In 
l. 14 accusatives are intended. In l. 25 the papyrus has τώκον for τόκον. 195 
(VI AD) is a loan of money. 196 (second half of VII AD [VI AD on the plate is 
a misprint]) is a loan of money. In l. 7 the papyrus has ἄτωκον for ἄτοκον. 197 
(AD 619-629) is a letter to a sellarios. 198 (AD 633/4) is a receipt drawn up by 
the notary Ioustos, whose dossier is laid out on pp. 301-303 (after Diethart-
Worp, Byz.Not.). In l. 11 the papyrus seems to have αναγ’κης. 199 (VII AD) is 
a receipt for diagraphon on parchment from the capital of the Arsinoite nome, 
as is 200 (VII AD), which was first published in Tyche 18 (2003) 129-134. 201 
(before the end of VI AD) was reused for 178 from the Hermopolite nome. 202 
(VI/VII AD) is a list of names, including Isis (Εἶσις in l. 9). 203 (VI/VII AD) 
is an account. Between ll. 1 and 2 stands ο(ὕτως). In the current l. 2 Παρεύ is 
clear instead of παρ’ Εὐσ(  ). 204 (VII AD) re-edits SB 16.12822, an account of 
taxes from the Arsinoite nome. 205 (ca. AD 468) is tachygraphy on the back 
of 182 from Oxyrhynchus (not the Hermopolite nome).

These few critical remarks in no way detract from the high quality of the 
edition. There is much food for thought here.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen 



Rodney Ast, Late Antique Greek Papyri in the Collection of the Fried-
rich-Schiller-Universität Jena (P. Jena II). Papyrologische Texte und 
Abhandlungen 45. Bonn: Habelt, 2010. xxiv + 179 pages + 32 plates. 
ISBN 978-3-7749-3651-5. 

In this volume, a revised 2007 University of Toronto dissertation, Rodney 
Ast painstakingly edits forty papyri from the Jena collection. The volume is a 
sequel to P.Jena 1 of 1926, in which just four papyri were edited, one of which 
is re-edited here with a new fragment. The numbering of the texts in P.Jena 2 
is independent from P.Jena 1 and starts with 1. The texts in the volume under 
review are often rather fragmentary, and the most substantial is the one already 
known as P.Jena 1.3 (6). The editor failed to recognize the only literary frag-
ment (15) for what it is (isopsephy), but this has now been corrected by J. Lou-
govaya, ZPE 176 (2011) 200-204. The glossy plates are not always helpful, but 
images up to 300 dpi are available for all texts at http://www.papyrusportal.de.

1 (298/9) is the oldest text, a contract from the capital of the Arsinoite 
nome. Whether it has anything to do with slaves is dubious. The reading in 
l. 6 (δ]ου̣λικά̣) is far from secure for lack of context. Only the prescript in ll. 
1-3 can be reconstructed with confidence. 2 (306?) is a receipt for a dowry 
from the Arsinoite nome. Again the prescript in ll. 3-4 can be restored with 
some confidence. The items included are tantalizing (i.a. a μαφόρτιον “after 
the fashion of Modena” Μοθ̣ω̣νήσι[ο]ν). 3 (337) is a loan of barley. There is no 
explanation of the change from “objective” (third-person) phrasing in ll. 1-3 to 
“subjective” (first-person) phrasing in the rest of the text. 4 (396) is the receipt 
made out by an eques vexillationis stationed in Latopolis for the repayment of a 
loan by a councilor from Antinoopolis (known councilors from Antinoopolis 
are listed on pp. 17-20). The reading in l. 11 cannot be correct unless the ac-
cusatives in l. 10 are taken as an extension of the subject of the infinitive in l. 
9 (rather than as an extension of the prepositional phrase in l. 9). 5a (472) is a 
fragment from Hermopolis with a consular date. 5b (in a similar script as 5a) 
may be from a list of names. 6 (from Hermopolis, 477) is the re-edition (see 
above) of a lease of land with added details about the vineyard (of which the 
yield is split equally between owner and lessee). 7 (482-484) is the beginning 
of a contract, possibly from the Arsinoite nome.

8-13 (V/VI?) are receipts for annona from villages in the Antinoite nome 
loaded onto ships (document type discussed generally on pp. 39-45). The re-
ceipts are made out to Makarios son of Pabion στρ(ατιώτης) (with the last-
mentioned title in 8 and 11). The shipowner in 12 is a tribune; in 13, a poli-
teuomenos. 12 is written transversa charta in long lines as is 13. 14 (V/VI?) is 
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another receipt (ἐντάγιον), which the editor links with the preceding group 
based on a dubious reading of a place name in l. 1. The receipt is written 
transversa charta in lines of unknown length. On the only literary text, 15, see 
above. 16 (second half of V?) is a receipt for annona militaris for the Mauri in 
Hermopolis and for canonica. 17 (515?) is a loan of 3 solidi (minus 18 keratia) 
between two Mauri. In the introduction the editor discusses the possibility that 
one of them is also known from the Taurinus archive (BGU 12 and 17). The 
inventory number 3271 in the header is a mistake for 327 (or 337, as given at 
http://www.papyrusportal.de).

18-20 (V/VI?) are property surveys of unknown provenance. They men-
tion merides (discuses on pp. 70-72 and listed on pp. 157-166), and the mea-
surements used include πηχεῖς στερεοί (18) and the βάϊον (in 19; 4 baïa = 1 
amma). The arithmetic used in measuring the size of the plots is discussed on 
pp. 73-74. When the editor says that it is “neat and accurate,” we have to take 
this with a grain of salt: calculating surfaces à l’égyptienne is only “neat and 
accurate” when the plots are square; it is too generous when the plots have an 
irregular shape. 19 could be from a codex.

21 (V/VI?) is an opisthograph account of καλανδαρικά, a kind of New 
Year’s bonus for officials (evidence laid out on pp. 95-96). Here a consul (hypa-
tos) gets 12 solidi, a hypodektes 8 solidi, and his scriniarius 3 solidi, each solidus 
minus 3 keratia. 22 (V/VI?) is a receipt for grain from Hermopolis (by the 
Athenian measure) issued by a sitologos. Again, the receipt is written transversa 
charta in long lines. 23-27 (V/VI) are orders for payment issued by one Phoi-
bammon λαμπρότατος from Hermopolis; 29 might well belong to this group. 
24-27 and P.Herm. 76 are addressed to another Phoibammon, pronoetes (of the 
epoikion Hermodorou). 23, 27, and 28 (issued by one Ioannes) have a different 
format from the others (24-26, written transversa charta in long lines). 26 is an 
order to pay προσφορά to a village church. 27 includes a list of recipients one of 
whom is a meizoteros; the reading in l. 4 makes them παιδάρια “servants” who 
are getting a clothing allowance (1 solidus minus 3 keratia each), but βε̣σ̣τ̣ί[̣ο]υ̣ 
here is highly doubtful (cf., however, CPR 14.41.1-3). 27 is the only order writ-
ten with the fibers; presumably the format was chosen to accommodate the list 
(broken off at the bottom).

30-34 (late VI/VI?) are accounts of wine from Hermopolis (listed with 
several other wine accounts from Hermopolis on pp. 125-126). 32 was crossed 
out, and 33 was written on its back. 35 (late V/VI?) is an account of wheat and 
barley from Hermopolis. 36 (V/VI) is an account of expenses from Hermopolis 
with some commodity prices (in the table on p. 141 it should be quantity, not 
price, per solidus). 37-39 (VI?) are three related accounts. 37 lists purchases 
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in Alexandria, including peacocks. 39 is for combustibles for the bath of the 
praetorium.

On pp. 166-167 the editor lists corrections to published papyri, but he does 
not always indicate where the corrections appear in the volume. The indices are 
modest. The forty texts edited in this volume are fragmentary and only yield 
something under pressure. The editor may have overdone it in some cases.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen





Günter Poethke, Sebastian Prignitz, and Veit Vaelske, Das Aktenbuch 
des Aurelios Philammon. Prozessberichte, Annona militaris und Magie 
in BGU IV 1024-1027. Archiv für Papyrusforschung, Beiheft 34. Ber-
lin and Boston: De Gruyter, 2012. x + 156 pages + 20 plates. ISBN: 
978-3-11-028276-4.

This is a labor of love. Poethke cum suis re-edit BGU 4.1024-1027 and add 
the pages of this fourth-century codex miscellaneus that W. Schubart did not 
include in his 1904 edition.1 The new edition pushes Schubart’s sometimes 
adventurous readings even further, perhaps sometimes too far. The color plates 
do not always confirm the readings where they are in doubt. The ordering of the 
leaves argued for in the first section of the introduction (pp. 3-9) is not entirely 
convincing, but I have nothing better to offer. The mixture of records of pro-
ceedings, receipts and such for the annona militaris, and magical texts do not 
make for a thematic unity, although the editors think that some of the magical 
texts may be related to the interest in legal matters shown by the inclusion of 
the records of proceedings (pp. 130-131; but that only goes for the νικητικόν 
spell in 9.9-12). The records of proceedings appear at best as literary reflections 
of reality, although the editors do not always avoid tying them in with rather 
precise historical circumstances (pp. 71-72; hardly as early as before AD 140).

From the annona militaris receipts it follows that the owner of the codex 
was Aurelius Philammon, attested from 357 until 393/4. Given that the Mahn-
schreiben mentions the comes flavialis Asklepiades (known from P.Kell. 1.15 of 
357), the receipts, if copying them into the codex was triggered by the Mahn-
schreiben, and the annona militaris accounts date from the earliest stages of 
Philammon’s career as ἐπιμελητής, around 357-359 (pp. 10-11).2 The receipts, 
the Mahnschreiben, the accounts, the records of proceedings, and the magi-
cal texts are in five different hands (pp. 12-18). When the accounts use a first 
person singular verb (δέδωκα appears three times, in 1.3, 25.12, and 28.11), 
we have to assume Philammon is the author. As Schreiber 1 he is therefore also 
the scribe of the records of proceedings (“Philammon lässt Musterprozesse 
aufzeichnen” on p. 22 is incorrect).

The reader should be aware that whereas the Textedition on pp. 25-52 
follows the order of the leaves argued for by the editors, the reading Text, 

1 W. Brashear, “Zwei Zauberformulare,” APF 38 (1992) 19-26 at 19-24 published one 
and a half page of magical texts not included by Schubart in BGU 4.1024-1027. They 
reappear here much improved.

2 Note that on p. 11, the last paragraph should read: “Die Niederschrift der p. 1, 25-28 
sowie p. 15/16 wird in dieser Zeit [357-359] zu denken sein.”
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translation, and commentary are given on pp. 55-137 in an arbitrary order: first 
come the seven records of proceedings, then the four annona militaris receipts 
and the related Mahnschreiben, then the numerous accounts, and finally the 
three pages of magical texts. Inserted are excursuses about the language of the 
records of proceedings (following the Text of the records of proceedings) and 
about three issues having to do with the magical texts (following the Text of the 
magical texts). Since the Textedition contains the apparatus, readers will want 
to consult it, but there are no references from the Textedition to the various 
parts of the Text, translation, and commentary later on in the volume, which 
readers will also want to consult. The text portions translated and commented 
on in the Text are numbered according to the pages in the Textedition, so it is 
easier to consult the Textedition when one is working from the Text than vice 
versa. One can only hope that this arbitrary ordering of the Text of papyri does 
not become a trend.

The reader should also be aware that the plates do not always illustrate the 
pages of the codex separately. In five cases two pages are included on one plate, 
and they are not consecutive pages. To top it all off, there are no references to 
the plates in the Textedition or the Text, and the table on p. ix does not help 
either. Here is an index of the codex in the order of the pages established by 
the editors:

Page Where to find the Text Where to find the plate
1 pp. 100-101 Tafel I right
2 blank Tafel II left
3-8 pp. 55-86 Tafel III right, IV left, V, VI, VII, 

    VIII left
9 pp. 114-119 Tafel IX right
10-11 blank Tafel X
12-13 pp. 101-102 Tafel IX left, XI
14 blank Tafel XII
15-16 pp. 87-93 Tafel XIII, XIV
17-21 pp. 102-107 Tafel VIII right, VII left, IV right, 

    III left, II right
22-23 pp. 119-133 Tafel I left, XV
24 blank Tafel XVI
25-26.1-7 pp. 107-110 Tafel XVII, XVIII top
26.8-25-27 pp. 94-99 Tafel XVIII bottom, XIX
28 pp. 110-112 Tafel XX

The records of proceedings are “keine Aktenauszüge, sondern … eine 
Zusammenstellung mit literarischen Qualitäten, die interessierte Leser über 
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den Kreis der Juristen hinaus ansprechen kann” (p. 83). The reconstruction of 
the cases and the prefect’s decisions is difficult because of the damaged state 
of the papyrus. In 3.6-9 the switch from singular to plural to singular to plural 
does not convince. In 3.8 καιρυτδετε could also be for κηρύττεται. In 3.20 
π̣ρ̣έπ[ο]υσα is hardly “eingeschritten.” The legal case is unclear: why would 
the husband accuse his wife for killing her lover? In 4.12 κληθέντα for a dead 
person (“Abgerufenen”) is at least remarkable. So is the four times repeated ἦν 
in 4.14-16 at the beginning of each clause. In 5.8 τὸν ἁστιάριον αὐτοῦ is “his 
(the prefect’s) hastiarius.” The genetive participles in this and the following 
line go with ἁστιάριον and should have been in the accusative. There does not 
seem enough room for κ̣ε̣κ̣ρ̣ικέναι in 5.15. In 6.20 <μή> may not be necessary 
if we take ἔν[δ]ημοι in the previous line as citizens rather than “Nichtbürger” 
(p. 77). Once the citizens ask for Diodemos’s release, Zephyrios therefore has to 
find another excuse not to release him. In 5.21 οὖν is indeed not “now” (“Nun”) 
but “therefore.” In 6.26 add the bracket missing in the Textedition ([πρόθεσιν  
. . . ]ε̣ις). The phrase at the end of 7.5 belongs to the quotation. As elsewhere in 
the records of proceedings, ὁ ἡγεμών in 7.19 is indented to mark the response 
of the prefect. The reading and translation of 7.23-24, τὸ δὲ τέ ̣[λος ὅ]μ̣ως νῦ 
πε̣ριὸν ἐκαπήλευεν “am Ende verhökerte sie gleichsam noch das Überleben,” 
is unintelligible. The editors explain it unconvincingly as “sie verkaufte sich an 
ihren Mörder” (p. 84). In 8.5 the nu of τ̣ό̣ν is not crossed out, but the sentence 
remains unclear.

The re-edition of the first magical page in the codex yields another in-
stance of  Ἰάω (9.4) and a new reading for the purpose of the second spell (εἰς 
ὀπ̣τ̣[ασί]α̣ν, 9.5). The re-edition of the second magical page yields additional 
verses from the first book of the Iliad in 22.8-9 and 12-13. The third magical 
page mentions, apart from Iao, Sabaoth, Michael, and Gabriel, which raises 
the issue of the religious “affiliation” of the author of the magical texts – if 
not of Philammon as the owner of the codex. The mixture of pagan and Jew-
ish elements, even in a Christian context, is quite normal at this time (cf. pp. 
135-137). It goes too far to assert that the magical texts in this codex were not 
meant to be put in practice but that instead they were included as evidence 
of some sort for the higher authorities (p. 137), for which the Aktenbuch was 
supposedly put together.

In the first annona militaris receipt, the expression τὰ κάστρα (15.5) is 
just Philae, not “Philae und die Aussenposten” (cf. p. 90). The same mistake 
in 16.6 and 25, where the expression ἐπὶ τῶν τόπων means “daselbst,” not 
“Syene mit den Aussenposten” (p. 90). The Mahnschreiben does seem to men-
tion such “Aussenposten” by locating the soldiers who have not received their 
annona militaris ἐν ἐρήμοις τόποις (26.25), but that there is a direct relation-
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ship between the receipts and the Mahnschreiben is merely assumed by the 
editors. In 16.9 Παμούνι{νι} κ̣εντάρχῳ ἀπ’ Ἐρκούσεως cannot be confirmed 
from the plate. Pamounis reappears as Pamounios in 28.16, where his title is 
abbreviated as ἑκατόνταρχος (centurio) normally is, but the editors resolve the 
abbreviation there as the otherwise unattested κένταρχος as well. In 16.9 one 
can perhaps read Παμούνι λιμ̣ιτάρχῳ, but that is likewise unattasted. Th e pla-The pla-
cename  Ἐρκούσεως is also unattested elsewhere. In 26.8, the Mahnschreiben, 
note the apostrophe in Δομίτ’τιος. In 27.9-10 παιδι[̣κ]ῆ̣ς̣ should not be trans-
lated “kleinlich” but surely stands for πεδικῆς, having to do with infantry as 
opposed to cavalry. In 27.11 there does not seem enough space for κ̣[αὶ κατορ]- 
 θ̣ώσαντες and just κ̣[ατορ]θ̣ώσαντες would do.

The Coptic looking Ἰῶστε in 25.18 is in reality the common abbreviation 
for αὐτός followed by ὥστε. The entry in this account has to be read as τῷ 
(αὐτῷ) ὥστε ἐπαρχικῷ  . [, “to the same (presumably Phibios from the line 
above) for the prefect’s assistant …”

Apart from the organizational problems signaled above, this new edition 
finally presents Philammon’s curious codex in a form that will ensure the wider 
readership from students of law, magic, and fourth-century administration 
that it deserves.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen



Jitse H.F. Dijkstra, Syene I: The Figural and Textual Graffiti from the 
Temple of Isis at Aswan, with a contribution on the Egyptian texts by 
E. Cruz-Uribe. Beiträge zur ägyptischen Bauforschung und Alter-
tumskunde 18. Darmstadt and Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 2012. 239 
pages + CD-ROM. ISBN 978-3-8053-4395-4.

In The Figural and Textual Graffiti from the Temple of Isis at Aswan, J.H.F. 
Dijkstra has presented us with a unique study that deserves our attention for 
several reasons. First and foremost the author has won great merit by publish-
ing each and every trace of every graffito, be it textual, be it figural, found 
in the temple in question. One will be able to form a well-founded opinion 
of the secondary use of the free surfaces in an Egyptian temple through the 
ages. These consist of 179 figural graffiti in Part I, and 117 hieroglyphic and 
demotic texts (contributed by E. Cruz-Uribe), 18 Greek and Coptic texts, and 
38 modern texts in Part II. The attempt at completeness adds greatly to the 
value of the treatment of each individual part of this study. True, the attempt 
is possible chiefly because the temple is so small (thus, the publication contains 
no more than five [pairs of] feet, not hundreds as at other temples), but it is 
entirely and utterly praiseworthy.

Mr. Dijkstra deserves much praise and commendation for having com-
posed an in-depth study of the figural graffiti found in the temple, in which he 
draws on an exceedingly rich documentation of figural graffiti from Graeco-
Roman Egypt. The build-up of the volume alone shows the importance at-
tached to this subject by the author. And rightly so, because the subject has 
been much neglected in the past. The author offers here a detailed discussion of 
the temple’s figural graffiti divided over several sections: construction graffiti, 
feet, animals, gods and men, boats, crosses, and miscellaneous. As a true ar-
chaeologist he attempts to link the spread of the graffiti over the temple with 
the rise of the ground level through time by carefully exploiting the heights at 
which the graffiti were placed. The results are by necessity fairly rough, but cor-
respond with the phases in the use of the building as a temple of Isis, its reuse 
as a church, and so on. The dates appended to these phases are taken from what 
has been established for the history of the building to the graffiti rather than 
vice versa, but as such it is interesting to be able to date a particular picture of 
a ship after the ninth/tenth century because of its placement. Looking at the 
ship itself one would never have guessed.

Where the archaeological context fails to distinguish between two phases, 
one is left with one’s understanding of a particular figure to determine its date. 
The four frontal views of men with the arms raised, so-called orantes, for ex-
ample, are as a group taken as Christian on p. 65 (nos. 54-55, 62, 66), but apart 
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from the warm Christian feeling the Latin word evokes, the author leaves us 
in doubt about his grounds. That the subject is more complex becomes appar-
ent when we find that an entirely comparable fifth figure with arms stretched 
out (!) is called “man with palm branch in hand” on p. 66 (no. 56): because 
of the association of the latter figure with a demotic inscription, and hence 
its apparent earlier date, it is dissociated from the orantes. We know that the 
Egyptians of the Graeco-Roman period also prayed with raised arms, but usu-
ally in profile, “like an Egyptian,” as for example in the picture accompanying 
a demotic graffito on the roof of the temple at Edfu (illustrated below),1 while 
for frontal representations we would have to search sources with a “classi-
cal” iconography such as the Kom Abou Bellou stelae. I wonder whether the 
author has here missed a chance of tracing continuity between Christian and 
pre-Christian religiosity, and I suspect that the subject of the orantes is larger 
than the world of the graffiti to which the author seems to confine himself.

People who specialize in the subject matter of the iconographical sources 

collected here will find points to agree or disagree with the author, as is only 
natural; however, the important and laudable point is that these materials are 
not only presented here, but also interpreted. With the crosses, for example, 
the author has excelled himself by distinguishing nine types of crosses besides 
the Maltese cross, which does not occur in the Isis temple of Aswan. These nine 
types include two which are not proper crosses. Type 8 is the symbol  (no. 
119), “not a cross but rather a geometrical design,” which is included among 
the crosses “since such designs are commonly found with crosses, as at Deir 
el-Medina [one out of four temples showing the sign listed on p. 92, n. 439], and 
can be expected to have had a similar function” (p. 84). Type 9 “are X-shaped 
with arms that are elliptic, like the petals of a flower” (  and , nos. 148-149), 
“incised in a horizontal surface, at Aswan in the pavement, rather than on a 
vertical surface, such as the temple’s walls, as with all other crosses from the 
Isis temple” (p. 84). It does not seem wise to treat as a cross what cannot really 
be called a cross, because this will inevitably lead to confusion: if in this study 
the cross is described as having had two functions in the Isis temple, i.e. “be-

1 D. Devauchelle, “Les graffites démotiques du toit du temple d’Edfou,” BIFAO 83 
(1983) 125, no. 7 (Pl. 18).
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ing left by visitors” and “apotropaic” (p. 83), which of these is then to be taken 
as similar with that of type 8? Figures of boats were also found in connection 
with crosses and their “meaning” was also that of “being left by visitors,” but 
the boats remain boats. And if we subsequently turn to the seven other types 
of crosses, where do they come from? What is the use of all these distinctions? 
Do they provide dating criteria? Do they correspond to denominations? Or are 
they merely conditioned by esthetic considerations? Why is the cross potent 
called “cross ‘potent’”? So many questions, so few answers.

As a demotic specialist I feel more at ease with the demotic part of the 
study. Here one cannot but be deeply impressed by the difficulty of the task that 
Mr. Dijkstra has entrusted to our colleague E. Cruz-Uribe, because the major-
ity of the graffiti have been written in ink (!), which has grown extremely faint 
over the ages. On top of that, there is little light in the temple, and a number 
of the texts have been maltreated in recent years by attempts at conservation 
which do not seem to have achieved the desired results. Mr. Cruz-Uribe could 
build on first editions of 43 out of his 117 texts by E. Bresciani in her study of 
the temple,2 but for some of these the first editions were already fairly tentative, 
so it is not surprising that some of Bresciani’s texts could not be identified in 
this edition (Graff.Syene 184 ≠ Graff.Assuan 9, 240 ≠ 18, 252 ≠ 35, 264 ≠ 41). 
This proves how difficult these texts are, and it also goes to show what may 
be expected from the nearly eighty new texts contained in the volume. Yet we 
now have a better idea of what the Egyptians scribbled onto their temple walls, 
a picture largely confirming the impression we had from the Medinet Habu 
graffiti,3 but a far more precise impression, with the comprehensive publica-
tion of the Syene texts.

As noteworthy among the new texts I think the following deserve to be 
mentioned: no. 186, the cipher 30 ( ); no. 190, a caption to a picture of the 
god Khnum; no. 282, a brief historical account apparently related to the case 
of no. 283 (= Graff.Assuan 43); several accounts (i.a. nos. 266 and 286); and a 
great number of proper names written in isolation or as part of proskynemata 
which one will find easily through the index of names.

In conclusion, I should like to point out that the book has been produced 
in a lavish manner, and, yes, the result is breathtakingly beautiful. The book 
is properly bound, but above all, it is large, 14 inches high. I love the Bembo 
type face used for the English text: the capital R with its long oblique stroke 
always makes me think of someone testing the water with one toe. The lay-

2 E. Bresciani and S. Pernigotti, Assuan. Il tempio tolemaico di Isi. I blocchi decorati 
e iscritti (Pisa 1978).

3 W.F. Edgerton, Medinet Habu Graffiti Facsimiles (Chicago 1937).
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out is careful, clear, and manages well without running heads: hand facsimiles 
accompany the treatment of all figural, all demotic, and some Coptic graffiti, 
a great help for the reader. The volume concludes with indices (the word in-
dices unfortunately merely a selection), with wonderful figures showing the 
distribution of the texts over the walls, and with plates on proper photographic 
paper showing nice views of the building, outside and inside, most Greek and 
modern graffiti, but only one showing three Coptic texts (nos. 311-313), and 
one with two demotic ones (unreadable no. 185, and no. 186 containing the 
handsomely written cipher “30” only). A CD-ROM in the inside back cover 
provides nice color photographs of all demotic texts. So if the volume may be 
thought to be expensive, the buyer will find it is worth every penny.

Universität Trier Sven P. Vleeming



T.V. Evans and D.D. Obbink (eds.), The Language of the Papyri. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 2010. xxii + 362 pages. ISBN 978-0-
19-923708-1.

Documentary papyri are an important source for language use. This goes 
for Greek as well as Latin, Demotic, Coptic, and Arabic. The language intended 
by the title of the book under review is (post-classical) Greek, but there are two 
chapters on Latin on its own: chapter 9 by Peter Kruschwitz on Latin in inscrip-
tions on Pompeian walls and chapter 10 by Hilla Halla-aho, a preview of her 
monograph of 2009.1 For the other languages one will have to look elsewhere.2

The Greek of the papyri has been studied with the tools of the neo-gram-
marians (especially in Mayser’s Grammatik) and with the interests of New 
Testament scholars in mind (ever since Deissmann3). Papyrologists also have 
a dictionary (Preisigke) and yet another edge over Greek epigraphers: transla-
tions of more than half of all documentary papyri, most of them included in 
the editions themselves.

The volume under review comes out of a conference held in Oxford in 
2006 and intends to broaden the scope of linguistic approaches to (mainly) 
Greek papyri. The chapters are case studies of a wide variety of approaches 
rather than comprehensive treatments of their specific subjects, and the cover-
age is necessarily spotty (nothing much on phonology [except in Martti Leiwo’s 
long and interesting chapter 6 on imperatives in Greek letters from Mons Clau-
dianus, specifically pp. 214-218] or morphology). For a more comprehensive 
overview see Horsley’s New Docs. 5, which is not mentioned.

After an introductory chapter 1 by the editors, Trevor Evans and Dirk 
Obbink, summarizing the contents and explaining the (unhelpful) division of 
the volume into “linguistic change and diversity” and “language contact,” the 
volume opens with an important chapter 2 by John Lee on the “future auxil-
iary” use of the verb θέλω in papyri and elsewhere. The 42 examples listed on 
pp. 23-32 include six papyri from the third century BC to the fifth century AD 
and are given in reverse chronological order from 458 BC to ca. AD 600. As 
an auxiliary the verb θέλω replaced μέλλω for the immediate future (also in 
the past), but it always occurs with the infinitive, never with (ἵ)να as in later 
Greek. Lee also establishes another auxiliary use of the aorist imperative of 

1 H. Halla-aho, The Non-Literary Latin Letters: A Study of their Syntax and Pragmatics 
(Helsinki 2009; reviewed by C. George in BASP 47 [2010] 323-327)

2 E.g. A. Papaconstantinou (ed.), The Multi-Lingual Experience in Egypt, from the 
Ptolemies to the cAbbāssids (Ashgate 2010).

3 See now A. Gerber, Deissmann the Philologist (Berlin and New York 2010).
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the verb θέλω: “(please) do or don’t” (most of the examples listed on pp. 32-33 
are from papyri).4

Willy Clarysse’s chapter 3 on the early Ptolemaic archive of the engineers 
Kleon and Theodoros is a preview of P.Petr.2 2. The range of Greek in the let-
ters and petitions in the archive, as written from Alexandria (with a reed pen) 
or locally in the Arsinoite nome (also with an “Egyptian” rush pen), is quite 
instructive. There are useful asides on the long-term development of the lan-
guage (e.g., the reappearance of rare combinations of enclitic γε with καίτοι 
and μέντοι in Late Antiquity, on p. 39, or the ascendancy of ἵνα over ὅπως, 
on pp. 43-45). The following chapter 4 by one of the editors, Trevor Evans, on 
the Zenon archive is necessarily much less comprehensive (most attention is 
paid to the use of “aspirated” ἀφεστάλκαμεν by one of Zenon’s correspondents, 
Amyntas).5

The next chapter 5 by Raffaele Luiselli on authorial revision marshals some 
of the unique evidence for this phenomenon in papyrus letters and petitions 
from the Roman period. There are interesting observations on θεοφιλής (p. 77, 
n. 21) and the word order in direct addresses to high officials (ἡγεμὼν κύριε, 
never the other way round, pp. 78-81).6

Chapter 8 by Patrick James hammers out the differences between δηλοῦται 
+ acc. cum inf. (rare) and the much more common δῆλον (with or without 
a verb, not just ἐστι), preferably followed by ὅτι so much so that by the sixth 
century it is almost always δῆλον ὅτι if not quite δηλονότι (occasionally δέ is 
inserted).

Useful but somewhat marginal to the volume are chapter 7 on the use of 
metronymics by Mark Depauw, in which he suggests that the strict definition 
of status groups by the Roman government led to greater “pedigree conscious-
ness” and the concomitant use of metronymics from the third quarter of the 
first century AD, and chapter 11 on the representation of Egyptian names in 
early Ptolemaic Greek texts by Brian Muhs, largely based on the partially bilin-
gual O.Taxes 1 and 2, in which he shows that the sudden increase in language 
contact in the early third century BC temporarily led to a diverse range of 
sometimes “unorthodox” representations, including direct transliteration of 

4 On the form ἐθέλω see now W. Clarysse, “The Democratisation of Atticism: Θέλω 
and Ἐθέλω in Papyri and Inscriptions,” ZPE 167 (2008) 144-148.

5 On the palaeographical issues raised by Evans (pp. 59-53) cf. now W. Clarysse, “The 
Zenon Papyri Thirty Years On,” in 100 anni di istituzioni fiorentine per la papirologia 
(Firenze 2009) 31-43 at 37-43 (on Zenon’s own hand).

6 On the corrections in the drafts of the petition of Ammon (pp. 81-82) cf. also my 
remarks in P. van Minnen, “The Letter (and Other Papers) of Ammon: Panopolis in the 
Fourth Century A.D.,” in Perspectives on Panopolis (Leiden 2002) 177-199 at 194-197.
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the Egyptian filiation markers as πα and τα (admittedly only in Upper Egypt 
and only attested for a few scribes).

Chapter 12 by Ian Rutherford explores the bilingual or rather “bigraphic” 
ostraca from Narmouthis (mainly those in O.Narm.dem. 3), which include 
Greek termini technici in Greek in an otherwise Egyptian context (e.g. Greek 
verbs almost consistently preceded by ir, as they are by ⲣ in Coptic) and sug-
gest that this kind of interference was much more common than the “puristic” 
Demotic papyri would led us to believe.

Chapter 13 by Eleanor Dickey discusses probable Latin influence on Greek 
expressions of requests (ἐρωτῶ + inf. [post-classical] but also + imp. and + ἵνα 
+ subj., as in Lat. rogo (ut), and παρακαλῶ + inf. [post-classical in the mean-
ing “to request”] but also + imp. and + ἵνα + fut., as in Lat. oro (ut)), espe-
cially tempting in cases where the two verbs ἐρωτῶ καὶ παρακαλῶ are paired. 
Chapter 14 by Panagiotis Filos presents the evidence for Graeco-Latin hybrids 
(including still productive types of “hybridization”: cf., e.g., “narratology”). 
As table 14.3 on p. 239 predictably brings out, hybrid compounds (helpfully 
listed on pp. 248-252) are especially frequent in times when compounds in 
general are used to excess such as in the sixth century AD. The data are heavily 
dependent on two studies by E. Dickey and S. Daris.7 In chapter 15 Anastasia 
Maravela-Solbakk adds more examples of the influence of Latin on Greek from 
the specialized vocabulary for flavored wines, which the documentary papyri 
share with medical literature.

Chapter 16 by Francesca Schironi explores ethnographic “translation” into 
Greek, drawing on her monograph of 2009.8

The last chapter 17 by Stanley Porter and Matthew O’Donnell is a general 
one on how “corpus linguistics” can be applied to Greek papyri.

Given that full bibliographical details are given in the notes to the indi-
vidual chapters, the bibliography at the end (pp. 313-334) appears superflu-
ous. A “bibliographical essay” (where to go for more) would have been more 
helpful. There are, however, full indexes. The volume under review certainly 
whets the appetite.

University of Cincinnati Peter van Minnen

7 E. Dickey, “Latin Influence on the Greek of Documentary Papyri: An Analysis of 
Its Chronological Distribution,” ZPE 145 (2003) 249-257, and S. Daris, Il lessico latino 
nel greco d’Egitto (2nd ed.; Barcelona 1991)

8 F. Schironi, From Alexandria to Babylon: Near Eastern Languages and Hellenistic 
Erudition in the Oxyrhynchus Glossary (P.Oxy. 1802 + 4812) (Berlin and New York 2009; 
reviewed by S. Torallas Tovar in BASP 48 [2011] 283-284).





Marja Vierros, Bilingual Notaries in Hellenistic Egypt: A Study of Greek 
as a Second Language. Collectanea Hellenistica 5. Brussels: Koninklij
ke Vlaamse Academie van België voor Wetenschappen en Kunsten, 
2012. 291 pages. ISBN 9065691033.

In the linguistics of Greek and Latin, two areas of research that are es
pecially lively at the moment are sociolinguistic in nature: both studies of bi 
and multilingualism in the ancient world and investigations of the evidence 
provided by the papyri for nonliterary forms of the classical languages have 
drawn on recent advances in theoretical literature on how language reflects the 
societies in which it is spoken.1 Marja Vierros (henceforth V.) draws on both 
of these recent strands of work in her examination of the Greek of notarial 
contracts in the family archives of Hellenistic Pathyris to determine the extent 
to which it has been affected by interference from Egyptian as the first language 
of the scribes. The book is divided into two halves: in the first four chapters, 
she gives background information on the use of papyri as linguistic evidence, 
the linguistic state of affairs in Hellenistic Egypt generally and, more specifi
cally, in the areas of Upper Egypt around Pathyris in the second and early first 
centuries BC, and of the workings of the notaries (ἀγορανόμοι). In the second 
half, she offers three chapters on the linguistic details: phonology, case usage, 
and a handful of syntactic issues, like relative clause construction. All in all, the 
linguistic payoff is perhaps not quite as rich in the end as one might like, but 
V. deserves credit for providing a meticulous look at a collection of documents 
that has a unique potential to shed light on the Greek spoken by Egyptians.

In the introductory chapter, V. begins by setting out the nature of her 
corpus: 148 documents, all linked with a particular agoranomos, all from the 
Thebaid (and mostly from Pathyris), from the period 17488 BC. (A concor
dance of the documents is provided in the first of V.’s four useful appendices.) 
Basic sociolinguistic terminology is also presented, with the sensible, if not 

1 Important recent monographs on bilingualism in the ancient world include J. N. 
Adams, Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge 2003), and volumes edited 
by J. N. Adams, M. Janse, and S. Swain, Bilingualism in Ancient Society (Oxford 2002), 
and P. James and A. Mullen, Multilingualism in the Graeco-Roman Worlds (Cambridge 
2012); it is also a theme important in E. Dickey’s new edition of the Hermeneumata 
Pseudodositheana (Cambridge 2012). Other linguistic studies of evidence from non
literary texts include volumes edited by T. Evans and D. Obbink, The Language of the 
Papyri (Oxford 2010), and E. Dickey and A. Chahoud, Colloquial and Literary Latin 
(Cambridge 2010), as well as The Non-literary Latin Letters: A Study of their Syntax 
and Pragmatics (Helsinki 2009), a study by H. Hallaaho, like Vierros of the University 
of Helsinki.
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especially surprising, positioning of the Greek of the documents as contact
induced language change (as opposed to creolization or language death). The 
second chapter moves to more substantial material in its discussion of the 
relative use of Greek and Egyptian in Hellenistic Egypt. She starts by giv
ing the general picture of Demotic Egyptian giving way to Greek in official 
documents during the reign of Ptolemy II, with documents in one language 
remarkably free of influence from the other. The Ptolemies themselves did not 
trouble to learn Egyptian (until, famously, Cleopatra), but the Egyptian priest
hood showed their support for the rulers through the use of both languages 
in inscriptions like the Rosetta Stone. V. also surveys recent literature on the 
ethnicity of Hellenistic Egypt, with the natural disclaimer that our evidence 
largely consists of the ethnics and personal names of the papyri, which are not 
as reliable an indicator of ethnicity as one might like. Especially after the third 
century, onomastics cease to be very informative, as Greek names connected 
with the ruling dynasty become popular with native Egyptians, and as choice 
of a Greek or Egyptian form of one’s name comes to be determined by context, 
such as one’s occupation. After looking at a couple of documents that attest 
explicitly to bilingualism (Chrest.Wilck. 50, UPZ 1.148), V. notes the difficulty 
of determining when a particular bilingual person was a Greek colonist who 
learned Egyptian or a Hellenized Egyptian who learned Greek; she conserva
tively concludes that we can reckon with a bilingual administration, primarily 
drawn on native Egyptians, that could deal with the elite in Greek and with 
the people in Egyptian.

In Chapter 3, V. focuses on Pathyris, useful for her purposes because its 
archives contain documents written in both languages. (That said, it is rare that 
a single document has both Greek and Egyptian.) First, she addresses the issue 
of language choice: on the whole, there was a lot of flexibility as to whether 
documents were written in Greek or Egyptian, but certain classes of document 
do exhibit clear preferences: Egyptian for marriage and divorce contracts and 
temple oaths, Greek for wills; sales and loans were done in both languages, 
with Greek preferred when it was important to register the sale immediately. 
It is particularly instructive when V. focuses on individual archives, like that of 
Peteharsemtheus, with 113 texts (half Greek, half Egyptian) the largest archive 
from Pathyris. Nearly all the Greek documents are sales and loans (agoranomic 
contracts), whereas the Demotic documents are mostly tax receipts. But there 
are also seven letters in the archive, five (in both languages) sent by Peteharse
mtheus’ brother Petesouchos when he was away on campaign with the army 
in 9684 BC. Petesouchos was apparently illiterate, so his choice of language 
may have depended on the availability of scribes in one or the other of the 
languages, but V. also observes that the Greek letters are written for a wider 
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audience, and the Egyptian ones are more personal, suggesting that the first 
language of the family was Egyptian. The situation is fairly similar to the one 
closed find from Pathyris, the archive of Horos. Again, nearly all of the Greek 
documents are agoranomic contracts, but so too are many of the Egyptian 
documents, with sale documents more often in Greek, loan contracts more 
often in Demotic. As for the diachronic trend, use of Egyptian becomes more 
common as one approaches 88 BC, when Pathyris disappears from the record.

V. turns to the notaries in Chapter 4, both introducing her cast of char
acters and sketching out the procedures that are most likely to have produced 
the surviving papyri. After going through the format of the agoranomic docu
ments – a section conveniently supplemented with examples in the third ap
pendix – V. gives an account of the agoranomic offices (ἀρχεῖα) in the Thebaid, 
of which only those at Krokodilopolis and Pathyris (a branch office of the for
mer) are wellattested in surviving papyri. The great advantage of these docu
ments for linguistic work is that they can be assigned to individual agoranomoi, 
allowing V. to tease out features of individual idiolects. The obvious question 
is: who actually wrote the documents? Perhaps the most important point of 
information is that, while the signature of the document is nearly always in 
the same hand of the contract itself, several different hands can be associated 
with the signature of a single notary. Given the limited knowledge of Greek 
in the area, we can assume a model in which a given notary composed tem
plates for documents – particular formulaic sequences in the standard types of 
documents typically match particular notaries – but these were then copied by 
apprentices. This leads V. to the sensible conclusion that: “The syntax [of the 
documents] is probably that of the original notary, but some morphological 
and orthographic features may be due to the copyist’s pen” (p. 105). In passing, 
V. also notes the family relationships between many of the notaries: many can 
be shown to have had a strong Egyptian background, but all used Greek or 
Hellenized names when on duty as agoranomoi.

With Chapter 5, V. moves into detailed linguistic analyses of the papyri, 
beginning with phonology. On the whole, the contracts are written in an edu
cated Greek that adheres by and large to the standard orthography. Even so, 
some of the variant spellings typical of the Greek of Hellenistic Egypt make 
an apperance. For instance, there is confusion of ει and ι, nearly always before 
a consonant or at the end of a word, as Teodorsson’s findings would lead one 
to expect.2 Unfortunately, the fact that this is a comparatively restricted and 
formulaic corpus means that the conclusions are necessarily limited: we learn 
that ει is erroneously used more often for ῐ than for ῑ, but can go no further 

2 S.T. Teodorsson, The Phonology of Ptolemaic Koine (Lund 1977).
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than that since the evidence is skewed by the disproportionately high number 
of examples of πρᾶξεις for πρᾶξις. One running theme that first comes to the 
fore here is the occasional difficulty of determining whether or not a given non
standard spelling is due to a phonological change or to a misunderstanding of 
the morphology. There are, for instance, six examples of ω for ου, but as all of 
these occur in �ς (for ο�ς “ear”), this seems to show generalization of the vocal�ς (for ο�ς “ear”), this seems to show generalization of the vocalς (for ο�ς “ear”), this seems to show generalization of the vocal�ς “ear”), this seems to show generalization of the vocalς “ear”), this seems to show generalization of the vocal
ism of the oblique stem ὠτ (V. understandably thinks it implausible to explain 
it as a stray Doricism). I wondered whether a similarly morphological explana
tion might underlie V.’s one example of ε for ο in a Greek word, viz. ἀπέδετο 
(p. 114), where the regular pattern of the thematic secondary middle endings 
όμην : ου : ετο has apparently been extended to the synchronically irregular 
δόμην : δου : δοτο of the athematic aorist of ἀποδίδωμι. One strangely weak 
section is V.’s treatment of the consonants (pp. 116117): she is right to point 
out that the absence of voiced d or g in Egyptian creates the potential for the 
confusion of τ, θ, and δ, or of κ and γ. But her two most prominent examples are 
both poorly chosen: spellings of μηδείς and related words show θ for δ widely 
in postClassical Greek, not just in Egypt.3 So too the spelling of ἐκ δίκης as ἐγ 
δίκης shows no more than the voicing assimilation regularly seen when this 
proclitic preposition occurs before a word beginning with a voiced sound: no 
need to suggest Egyptian influence here.4 After a discussion of the fluke that 
genitive singulars and plurals of ἱερεύς – but not other nouns in εύς – can 
end in είως and είων, V. discusses the difficult problems of the iota adscript 
and wordfinal ς. V.’s documents are extremely inconsistent as to whether or 
not the iota adscript is used: some agoranomoi use it regularly, others omit it 
regularly, others fluctuate, even within the same phrase. Final ς loss, however, 
looks more like a morphological phenomenon, given that it results in e.g. αι 
for αις, and, as V. shows in the next chapter, the nominative is frequently used 
in place of the dative in these documents.

The sixth chapter accordingly deals with the main morphosyntactic issue 
of interest: case use. As the Egyptian noun was not inflected for case, it is not 
surprising to find nonstandard constructions even in documents that negoti
ate case as well as these generally do (no doubt thanks to a healthy dose of the 
sort of formulaic language that allows the notary to get case assignment right 
simply by copying his template). Five characteristic features are discussed. (i) 

3 Indeed, Attic inscriptions use exclusively the spelling with θ in the third and 
second centuries BC; see L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions vol. 1 (Ber
lin 1980) 472476; Threatte’s work is probably the most surprising omission from V.’s 
bibliography.

4 Again, see Threatte (n. 3) 581: “In the Classical and Hellenistic Periods ἐγ is uniἐγ is uniγ is uni
versal before δ.”
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Often only the first element of a phrase is inflected, especially when the phrase 
refers to a group of people. (ii) The nominative is sometimes used in place of 
oblique cases, especially if the syntax is unusually complicated (e.g. in infinitive 
constructions with compound subjects, partly coreferential with the subject 
of the main verb, partly not). (iii) One of the notaries (the “Hermiashand”) 
is prone to use an accusative of price in place of the standard genitive. (iv) 
The ος ending, serving as both a nominative of the second declension and a 
genitive of the third, acts as a pivot in various paradigmatic confusions, e.g., 
the reanalysis of φιλοπάτορος, properly a genitive, as a nominative on the 
model of φιλάδελφος, gives rise to a new genitive φιλοπατόρου. (v) This is 
particularly an issue with proper names: those that have a nominative in ις 
and a genitive in ιος are conflated with those whose nominative ends in ιος, 
especially once syncope of ιος to ις gets underway. In all of this, what stands 
out is that the nonstandard forms are comparatively rare, with correctly in
flected nouns common enough to make the aberrant examples very much the 
exception to the rule.

In Chapter 7, V. addresses more purely syntactic phenomena. Again, the 
level of Greek is generally quite good, so she confines herself to three construc
tions. (i) In warranty clauses of the form προπωλητὴς καὶ βεβαιωτὴς … Χ, ὃν 
ἐδέξατο � (“Th e guarantor and warrantor [is] �, whom � [the buyer] acceptδέξατο � (“Th e guarantor and warrantor [is] �, whom � [the buyer] acceptέξατο � (“Th e guarantor and warrantor [is] �, whom � [the buyer] acceptξατο � (“The guarantor and warrantor [is] �, whom � [the buyer] accept
ed”), the relative pronoun often does not agree with its antecedent, but rather 
with the subject of the relative clause. V. convincingly explains this as due to the 
influence of the Egyptian relative construction, where the relative converter is 
suffixed with a marker for the subject of the relative clause, and what in Greek 
would be referenced with the relative pronoun is instead expressed with a re
sumptive pronoun. (ii) If more than one sibling is mentioned, together with a 
patronymic, then the patronymic is preceded by τῶν, no matter what case the 
head noun is in. Some understandably wish to see this as a partitive genitive, 
but if that were so, it would be hard to explain the absence of this usage when 
only one child is mentioned (that is, if � and � are children of Z, one finds 
“� καὶ � τῶν Z”, but never “� τῶν Z”). V. thinks that the Demotic possessive 
article is responsible: a phrase like “of their father” would have a stem agreeing 
with “father”, but a suffix agreeing with “their”, and the influence of that suffix 
will have caused a shift to a plural article—but only in those instances where 
there are multiple children listed. (iii) The objects of sales can be marked by 
either the partitive genitive or the accusative, but the two constructions can 
be confused, e.g. when the word for “part” is explicitly mentioned in the ac
cusative and a preceding partitive genitive is attracted into the accusative in 
anticipation. More specifically reflecting the possible influence of Egyptian is 
the prevalence of a formula of the basic shape ἡ ὑπάρχουσα ἡμῖν μερίς. This 
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phrasing appears to be calqued on Demotic possessive articles, which have a 
stem that agrees with the noun possessed and a suffixed pronoun that agrees 
with the possessor (that is, tj=n is understood as “belonging.to.fem=us”).

All in all, it is a book that shows quite nicely the areas in which Hellenistic 
Egyptians whose Greek was usually rather good nevertheless still had some 
difficulties. As the above description suggests, these were confined to fairly 
specific corners of the language, and so the study as a whole is unlikely to 
have especially widereaching ramifications for scholars of the history of the 
Greek language generally. That should not, however, detract from the very 
solid accomplishment of the book in presenting an admirably clear case study 
of Greek as used by a particularly cohesive community of bilingual speakers.

University of Virginia  Coulter George



Charikleia Armoni, Studien zur Verwaltung des Ptolemäischen Ägyp-
ten: Das Amt des Basilikos Grammateus. Papyrologica Coloniensia 
36. Paderborn: Schöningh, 2012. xxiv + 304 pages. ISBN 978-3-506-
77580-1.

Armoni’s (A.) exemplary monograph on the office of the royal scribe 
represents a major step towards understanding the intricate workings of the 
Ptolemaic administration. The organization, methodology, and style of the 
book closely resemble Kruse’s study published in 2002 of the same official in 
the Roman period, Der königliche Schreiber und die Gauverwaltung, making 
the two an indispensible pair. A. not only provides a long-overdue reference 
work for specialists of Ptolemaic documentary papyrology, which contains 
numerous corrections and new interpretations of individual texts, but she also 
addresses an important question for historians: can the Ptolemaic bureaucracy 
be characterized as an inefficient, corrupt, or patronage-based organization? 
Responding to the negative view expressed in studies by Crawford and Samuel, 
A. tries to demonstrate the well-regulated and effective governance of the royal 
scribe and his colleagues.

Between an introduction (I 1-8) and a summary conclusion (VII 243-
248), which is followed by updated lists of royal scribes (VIII 249-266) and 
their subordinates (IX 267-282), the work focuses on six main topics: the office 
of royal scribe itself (II 9-32); his oversight of state expenditures (III 33-105); 
the auction of royal property and monopolies (IV 106-171); the inspection 
and taxation of private possessions (V 172-228); and the royal scribe’s legal 
functions (VI 229-242).

In Part II A. argues that by the reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphos, when 
evidence becomes available, there was just one royal scribe at the head of the 
fiscal administration of each nome. This was true even in the Thebaid, where 
there was also a higher-level royal scribe responsible for the whole region. 
She disputes Oates’s thesis that the office had evolved gradually from its ori-
gins with Egyptian officials holding the title, “scribe of the pharaoh” (sẖ pr-ꜥꜣ), 
who were involved in tasks that eventually came under a single royal scribe’s 
authority (9-20). Instead she regards the plural uses of “royal scribes” within 
one nome as an Egyptian idiom for royal officials that persisted long after the 
Ptolemaic system had been imposed. A. presents the limited but still persuasive 
evidence that the royal scribe and other Ptolemaic officials were paid regular 
salaries along with expenses (20-23), sufficient to entice people into a career 
of state service with chances of promotion (23-26).

Part III is arguably the strongest part because A.’s systematic treatment of 
grain transport, payment of salaries, and agricultural loans allows her to eluci-
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date clearly one of the royal scribe’s most consistent functions. Each of these ac-
tivities shows that the royal scribe was responsible for making an independent 
check on any payments from the royal banks and granaries. In other words, 
he did not issue directives himself for the royal banker or nome sitologos to 
make payments. That fell in the early Ptolemaic period to the oikonomos (and, 
for a time, the epimeletes) and in the first century BCE to the epi ton prosodon, 
except in case of agricultural loans, which the strategos administered. The royal 
scribe received and evaluated copies of these, then he commanded his own 
subordinate controllers stationed in each local bank and granary to ensure that 
the transaction was carried out as ordered. In the case of tax-grain shipments 
to Alexandria it is noteworthy that the dioiketes or his subordinates contracted 
directly with the ship-operators, who then notified the nome officials of how 
much grain they needed. In other words, the central government (rather than 
the nome) determined the amount to be delivered on the basis of its records. 
Regular payments of salaries, soldiers’ rations, and temple syntaxeis were ap-
proved in an annual payment schedule (diagraphe) within each nome, while 
irregular ones seem to have required an order from officials above the nome 
level. Anyone interested in these vital aspects of Ptolemaic state finance will 
find A.’s discussion an indispensible guide.

In Part IV, A. brings under close analysis the royal auction, whose proce-
dural stages and legal implications she treats in detail before turning briefly to 
the royal scribe’s role. A. clarifies the two stages of the procedure, which pre-
vious scholars had conflated or misunderstood. Once the herald announced 
the property for sale, bidders submitted written offers, whose anonymity pre-
vented collusion, for a period of ten days, during which the highest bid was 
recorded daily. Afterwards the herald began the second stage, which was a 
public competition between the highest bidder and other bidders, who had to 
exceed his offer by 10% to take the lead. Contrary to Wilcken’s influential view, 
A. argues that the successful bidder obtained secure legal title to the property, 
which the king could not revoke if a higher bid came after his was accepted 
and his first installment paid (122-128). Hence she lends support to the thesis 
now gaining wider acceptance that the Ptolemies recognized private property 
rights to agricultural land, whose owners paid ekphoria to the king just as royal 
tenants did (cf. 193-194, n. 72). The royal scribe ensured that such sales of royal 
property and monopolies were conducted lawfully in the interests of the king.

In Part V, A. examines royal inspections and tax collection, in which the 
royal scribe played an important role. A. regards the annual land survey ac-
cording to crops as a Ptolemaic innovation whose purpose was to estimate 
the value of the royal land shortly before the harvest in order to determine the 
rate of rent (172-174). The evidence that an estimate of the yield replaced a 
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traditional percentage-based tax (cf. P.Bürgsch. 14.13-16) in Egypt is essentially 
limited to PSI 502, which envisions self-estimates of yields that are only attested 
for vineyards and gardens, so its relevance may be doubted. Actual surveys of 
grain-producing royal land suggest that there were fixed rent categories, with 
changes from one category to another being rare and revision of the whole 
categories rarer still. A. makes a plausible case for a comprehensive list of land-
holdings kept at the nome level by the royal scribe, including precise details 
about cleruchic plots. Such access to information by which to evaluate property 
values, seed demands, and monopoly revenues explains the oversight role of 
the royal scribe described in Parts III and IV. It is worth noting A.’s interesting 
remarks (214-218) about declarations of houses for taxation in 209/8 in the 
fiscal crisis of Ptolemy IV Philopator’s reign.

Much shorter than the previous sections, Part VI considers the royal 
scribe’s role in judicial and police proceedings. Here A. mainly refutes the idea 
that this official had special authority to act as a judge over royal cultivators 
or to settle legal disputes addressed to him. Not only is he rarely seen hand-
ing down judgments, the cases in which he does seem to have jurisdiction are 
limited to those involving his subordinates or administrative matters directly 
under his supervision. When he became involved in other cases, he typically 
acted as an intermediary.

The book is not light reading. Only with the Greek citations, which A. 
almost never translates, can one follow the detailed analysis leading to her 
conclusions. Yet her explanations make intelligible not only the difficult texts 
themselves but the relationship between texts that document different stages of 
complex procedures. A. makes a strong case for an orderly and well-regulated 
Ptolemaic administration. Again and again she finds the co-authorization of 
transactions by multiple independent nome-level officials, each with their own 
subordinates, whose purpose was to act as a check on one another, a standard 
feature (244). There was of course corruption. However, A. tends to avoid or 
dismiss such cases, offering no explanation why the safeguards that she em-
phasizes failed (196-198). The tensions and historical contingencies that led to 
such problems deserve further investigation. Nevertheless, the historian will 
be grateful to A. for laying bare the framework that gave the administration 
its continuity and stability throughout the Ptolemaic period.

One could criticize A. for not bothering much with Demotic sources but 
these are not likely to shatter any conclusions of substance. On the contrary, 
her study will be key to interpreting Demotic administrative texts (e.g. 232, 
nn. 9-10), whose significance was almost always local and secondary, as they 
derived from royal policies originally formulated in Greek. It is striking how 
few direct parallels in pharaonic Egypt there are for many of the administra-



352 Reviews

tive procedures that A. describes. Admittedly Ptolemaic institutions are better 
attested but the terminology and documentary protocol often seem foreign to 
the Egyptian scribal tradition. This raises an important question: if the Ptole-
maic administrative system was more Greek than Egyptian, then can we expect 
other Hellenistic kings to have made similar innovations in their territories? 
All ancient historians ought to read this account and take seriously its potential 
to illuminate institutions of the wider Mediterranean world.

New York University Andrew Monson



Andrew T. Wilburn, Materia Magica: The Archaeology of Magic in Ro-
man Egypt, Cyprus, and Spain. Ann Arbor: The University of Michi-
gan Press, 2012. xvi + 342 pages. ISBN 978-0-472-11779-6.

Materia Magica by Andrew T. Wilburn (henceforth: W.) is an original 
and thought-provoking book that illustrates the importance of archaeological 
contexts in identifying and interpreting ancient magical rituals. This study thus 
comes as a welcome supplement to the several surveys of ancient Mediterra-
nean magic that have been published in recent decades.1 The book consists of 
six chapters (plus a short introduction), 25 plates, 2 appendices, an extensive 
bibliography, and an index of authors, subjects, and ancient artifacts. 

The first two chapters establish the theoretical and methodological frame-
works for the three case studies that follow in chapters three, four, and five 
respectively. In chapter one, W. defines the key terms of his study, namely 
“magic” and “archaeology.” He offers an “etic” definition of “magic,” which 
emphasizes its ritual and result-driven character, its frequent dependence on 
“religion,” and its relegation primarily to the private sphere – though he con-
cedes that certain practices were performed publicly. His approach to magic is 
further supplemented by Bronisław Malinowski’s principle of the “coefficient 
of weirdness,” which in W.’s formulation emphasizes the strangeness and dis-
tinctness of magic vis-à-vis quotidian language, objects, and actions. W. also 
establishes the methodological parameters of his object-specific approach to 
the archaeology of magic, which analyzes magical performance at the intersec-
tion of depositional space, material artifact, and ritual texts and actions. He 
closes the chapter with a discussion of how ancient magic can be mapped onto 
both global (Mediterranean) and local spaces.

In chapter two, W. continues the theoretical and methodological prologue 
to his case studies. He proposes a typology of materia magica – ranging from 
physical substances to more abstract concepts – based on literary evidence 
and extant formularies and applied magical devices: (1) inscribed objects; 
(2) images and figurines; (3) plants, animals, and natural ingredients; and (4) 
household objects repurposed for magical use. W. surveys these four catego-
ries of “materials” in detail, demonstrating with numerous examples the wide 
range of substances, objects, and ritual techniques that were created/reapplied/
performed for magical purposes. W. also implores scholars to evaluate entire 
archaeological contexts, with particular attention to the relationships among 

1 E.g., F. Graf, Magic in the Ancient World (trans. P. Franklin; Cambridge 1997); M. 
Dickie, Magic and Magicians in the Greco-Roman World (New York 2001); D. Collins, 
Magic in the Ancient Greek World (Malden, MA 2008).
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artifacts – “magical” and otherwise – and the circumstances of a given artifact’s 
deposition. W. argues that this approach has a two-fold benefit: it can help 
scholars identify which objects and substances were utilized as materia magica 
and it can provide invaluable information about the nature of the magical ritual 
performed at a given site. W. also contends that attention to archaeological 
context can offer precious insight into the reception of a magical ritual within 
its immediate social environment.

The next three chapters are W.’s three case studies, which are organized 
by archaeological site. W. presents the historical background of each region 
and summarizes and evaluates the archaeological excavations that have been 
conducted at the particular site under investigation. In chapter three, W. treats 
four exemplars from Karanis that he claims demonstrate the value of archaeol-
ogy for assessing magic in Egypt: (1) a fever amulet beneath House 242, which, 
according to W., resides at the interstices of “pagan” and “Christian” ritual 
practice and, as such, attests to a growing “Christian” population in Karanis; (2) 
a magical ostracon in Structure C403, which W. suggests was used as a model 
text for a ritual to protect the grain or grain processing (perhaps from vermin) 
at the site; (3) a collection of five artifacts (a lead amulet, a figurine, and three 
bone pins) discovered under Structure 165 that were apparently used in an 
erotic magical ritual; and (4) a collection of painted bones from areas A262 
and A265 (shown on the cover of the book), which he argues served a magical 
function. W. concludes that the particular collection of magical items at Ka-
ranis, uncovered through archaeological analysis, is significant since it differs 
drastically from the magical handbooks and other ritual devices from Egypt. 
Accordingly, this collection expands our understanding of the parameters of 
magic in Late Antique Egypt.

In chapter four, W. investigates the archaeology of magic at Amathous 
(Cyprus) through a close reading of two exemplary artifacts that illuminate 
the site’s extant cache of more than 200 lead and 30 selenite curse tablets: DT 
22, which is a lead curse tablet that refers to itself as a “muzzling deposit” 
(φιμωτι[κοῦ κ]αταθέματος) and served as a kind of preemptive strike against 
judicial abuse, and NGD 115, which is another “muzzling” spell that uses the 
epithet “chthonic” after each of the divine names listed and has close affinities 
with a spell from the Egyptian magical papyri (PGM IV 1390-1495). Accord-
ing to W., the similarities between the selenite tablet from Amathous and the 
PGM text from Egypt may reflect their mutual dependence on a common “Hel-
lenic” source. W. then draws conclusions about ritual expertise and the social 
context of magic at Amathous, arguing that, inter alia, the adroit negotiation 
of “religious” and “magical” motifs in the extant evidence most likely reflects 
the work of a cadre of professional practitioners who were probably associated 
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with the local temple or civic cult. He also notes that some of the curse tablets 
(e.g. DT 25-26) were directed against provincial authorities and, as such, reflect 
a veiled act of resistance against imperial authority.

In chapter five, W. analyzes magic in the archaeological remains of the 
Ballesta necropolis in Empúries (Spain), paying particular attention to three 
Flavian-era curse tablets from a single enclosure at the site: Ballesta Tablets 
1-3. Since curse tablets were typically deposited in graves long after burial, it is 
significant that the Ballesta curse tablets were intentionally deposited simulta-
neously inside three cinerary urns as part of or before the vessels’ inhumation. 
W. argues that this depositional context may suggest that the practitioner knew 
or was related to the individuals whose remains were placed in the urns. In 
either case, the curse tablets likely reflect the willingness on the part of the fam-
ily – not unknown in the ancient Mediterranean world – to permit a deceased 
loved-one to assist in a ritual activity. W. further argues that, since these curse 
tablets were directed against local administrators (i.e. the procurator and the 
legates) in response to perceived judicial abuse (perhaps over land), they join a 
small group of ancient curse tablets that were used as a kind of covert resistance 
against imperial control and/or oppression (cf. the examples from Amathous 
in chapter four). In the case of the Ballesta curse tablets, however, the likely 
participation of an entire funerary party, who allowed their loved-ones to aid in 
this ritual, suggests that this resistance was not entirely covert, but semi-public. 
Nonetheless, the anonymity of the curser in the texts and the hidden location 
of their deposition (in a necropolis outside the city gates) offered protection 
against imperial suspicions and punishments.

In the final chapter, W. offers an assessment of his archaeological approach 
to magic. Among the more significant methodological points in this chapter 
is his concession that the archaeological record is often incomplete or inac-
curately described in excavation reports – which, while problematic, does not 
negate the important place of archaeology in the study of magic – and his 
suggestion that scholars should look for magical objects in locations known 
to be associated with magic (e.g. graves and wells). W. also draws broader 
conclusions about Mediterranean magic based on his case studies, including 
the following: curses against magistrates may have had a cathartic effect; magic 
was not necessarily a private affair, but was a “public secret” and, accordingly, 
derived at least some of its power from the “partial revelation” of the ritual 
to the victim; practitioners often had a connection to a religious institution 
– though whether or not they acted in an official capacity is often unknown; 
magic – both aggressive and protective – played a considerable role in the 
quotidian activities of ancient towns and villages; and the circulation and travel 
of magical handbooks and applied artifacts in addition to the work of itinerant 
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practitioners may help account for the development of similarities in magical 
practice across the Mediterranean.

Materia Magica is a useful book for anyone interested in ancient magic. 
W. certainly has an excellent grasp of the relevant archaeology and most of the 
significant scholarship on magic. His book is not only well researched and, 
by and large, well written, but it is also aesthetically pleasing to the eye (e.g. it 
has a nice cover and numerous beautiful plates). Moreover, his discussion of 
materia magica in chapter two is an excellent introduction to the subject and 
would be a great selection for an undergraduate survey course or graduate 
seminar on ancient magic. Finally, his general thesis (i.e. that close attention 
to the archaeological context can yield important results for identifying and 
interpreting magic within its social context) is unlikely to find many detractors.

Nevertheless, a few critical remarks on this book can be made. First of 
all, W.’s analyses vary considerably in terms of persuasiveness and explanatory 
value. Some discussions are well argued and firmly grounded in archaeological 
and textual evidence (e.g. his analyses of the erotic ritual in Karanis and the 
Ballesta curse tablets). Others, however, are far more speculative and illustrate 
the dangers of using archaeological context as a rigid hermeneutical tool (e.g. 
his discussion of the ritual at Karanis that was allegedly designed to protect 
grain).

To be sure, one should not expect every discussion in a study of this length 
to be equally compelling. But W. certainly could have structured the book in 
a way that prioritized his best evidence. In this vein, it is regrettable that he 
inaugurates his case-specific analysis of the archaeology of magic with the 
fever amulet beneath House 242 in Karanis, which, he concedes (pp. 112-113), 
is hardly illuminated by its immediate archaeological context. The misplace-
ment of this example is exacerbated by his unpersuasive contention that the 
fourth-century CE amulet exhibits “Christian” characteristics.2 Perhaps even 
more regrettable is that he buries his excellent analysis of the erotic ritual under 
Structure 165 from Karanis in the middle of the chapter (i.e., the third case 
study out of four). Indeed, W. demonstrates quite convincingly from the ar-

2 W. also does not refer to relevant scholarship on the relationship between “Chris-
tianity” and “magic”; however, the two most recent articles on this front may not have 
been available to him at the time his book went to press: T.S. de Bruyn and J.H.F. Di-
jkstra, “Greek Amulets and Formularies from Egypt Containing Christian Elements: 
A Checklist of Papyri, Parchments, Ostraka, and Tablets,” BASP 48 (2011) 163-216; 
W. Shandruk, “Christian Use of Magic in Late Antique Egypt,” JECS 20 (2012) 31-57. 
On the problems with the label “Christian” for analyzing amulets and other “magical” 
artifacts, see J.E. Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits on Amulets from Late Antique Egypt: Text, 
Typology, and Theory (Tübingen forthcoming).
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chaeological context that the figurine was not a toy, as was previously assumed, 
but was pierced with the contiguous bone pins from the site and burned in a 
“magical” ritual. The strength of W.’s argument would have increased dramati-
cally had his discussion of this erotic ritual been placed first.

His treatment of the category “magic” also deserves critical reflection.3 
W.’s approach to this controversial term is especially evident in his definition 
of magic vis-à-vis religion.4 One of his fundamental claims about magic is that 
it “may draw on religious traditions for both efficacy and exoticism” (p. 15). 
But, while W. spends a considerable amount of space defining “magic,” he does 
not provide any working definition of “religion,” even in his extended discus-
sion of the magic-religion relationship (pp. 17-18). His apparent assumption 
that religion is a stable analytical category and is thus inherently useful for 
describing the ancient world stands in opposition to a growing body of recent 
scholarship.5 In addition, the lack of a definition for religion undermines the 
meaning and significance of his claim that magic is occasionally dependent 
upon religion.

What is more, our uncertainty about whether or not practitioners per-
formed magic as part of their official roles within local religious institutions 
(cf. chapter six), such as the temple or civic cult (cf. chapter four), raises fun-
damental questions about the organization and general utility of his governing 
taxonomy of magic and religion. Indeed, if priests and other religious leaders 
performed magic as part of their religious duties, it would seem to be more 
heuristically useful to classify magic as a subcategory of religion;6 by contrast, 
if practitioners performed magic in a non-official capacity, it would be more 
reasonable to follow W. in understanding magic and religion as overlapping 
categories on the same taxonomic rank – perhaps under a summum genus, 
such as “culture” (see p. 18). These respective classificatory configurations in 

3 For a convenient summary of the problems with the term “magic,” see most recently 
D.E. Aune, “‘Magic’ in Early Christianity and Its Ancient Mediterranean Context: A 
Survey of Some Recent Scholarship,” ASE 24 (2007) 229-294.

4 On the problems with distinguishing magic from religion, see H.S. Versnel, “Some 
Reflections on the Relationship Magic – Religion,” Numen 38 (1991) 177-197.

5 E.g. Aune (n. 3); B. Nongbri, “Dislodging ‘Embedded’ Religion: A Brief Note on 
a Scholarly Trope,” Numen 55 (2008) 440-460; idem, Before Religion: A History of a 
Modern Concept (New Haven 2013). On the problems with “religion” more generally, 
see, e.g., J.Z. Smith, “Religion, Religions, Religious,” in M. Taylor (ed.) Critical Terms 
for Religious Studies (Chicago 1998) 269-284; W.E. Arnal, “Definition,” in W. Braun 
and R.T. McCutcheon (eds.), Guide to the Study of Religion (London 2000) 21-34; T. 
Fitzgerald, “Bruce Lincoln’s ‘Theses on Method’: Antitheses,” MTSR 18 (2006) 392-423.

6 Cf. D.E. Aune, “Magic in Early Christianity,” in ANRW 2.23.2 (1980) 1507-1557 
at 1516.
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turn hint at the manifold ways analytical constructs, such as borrowing and 
dependency, can be mapped onto magic and religion as discursive domains. 
In sum, W.’s claim that magic may borrow from religion rests on a series of 
assumptions that require more nuance and certainly better justification.

These criticisms notwithstanding, W. has produced an important book 
that represents the first programmatic application of archaeology to the study 
of ancient magic. Moreover, W.’s helpful discussions of the primary sources 
and secondary scholarship in the field make this book valuable even to those 
with a cursory understanding of magic in antiquity. Materia Magica is thus not 
only a necessary addition to the specialist’s library; it is also an extremely useful 
book for scholars and novices who have a general interest in ancient magic.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem   Joseph E. Sanzo
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