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NoTES ON SOME CAIRO PAPYRI FROM BYZANTINE OXYRHYNCHUS
(Part 1)

Between February and June 1997, | was able to conduct autoptic examinations of most of the “late
Byzantine” (i.e., fifth-seventh century) papyri from P.Oxy. | and XVI that belong to the Egyptian
Museum in Cairo. The results of these investigations will be presented in a series of short com-
munications, of which thisisthe first. Mention of atext in thisfirst installment does not imply that | have
exhausted my notes concerning it.”

P.Oxy. I:

125.9: 100 évestdtog mc—g - 1OV éveoTdTOG £T0Vg ma

127 vo: At the end of their introduction to 127 recto, Grenfell and Hunt note, “On the versoisalist of
payments, in two columns.” The first column might be more accurately described as “ scratch”; there are
calculations and valuations of quantities of commaodities in sums of homismata. Column Il is a list of
payments of xepdtio (always 27.5 or 13.75). The entries are in the form &(1a) t@v ano GN; among the
places mentioned are Adaiou, Episémou, Pleein, Posompous, Senokémis, Seryphis, Sephd, and Ophis.

137.5: 1o1¢ evguestdrolg 1080 01 — T0lg LREPPLEGTAETOLG O1dOYO1G, as may be seen clearly in
pl. 4 of P.Oxy. LVIII. [l have since noticed that the correct text is presented without comment by Roberta
Mazza in both “Ricerche sul pagarca nell’ Egitto tardoantico e hizantino,” Aegyptus 75 (1995) 237, and
“@A. "Arniov yevouevog ntpotorotpixiog,” Smblos?2 (1997) 215.]

140.9 (= W.Chr. 438.9): én1 éviawtov éva — €’ eviavtov évo. See Gignac, Gram. |, 135, for such
false aspiration.

141 (= Stud. Pal. V111 1155): The hand of the signature (Il. 6-7) of thistext is the same as that of PS
V111 957 (ll. 6-7), which is also an order addressed to an oivoyeipiotng named Phoibammon. The latter
text thus should date to 29.i.504 (forty-one days after | 141), and not, as has been asserted recently [D.
Montserrat, G. Fantoni, and P. Robinson, “Varia descripta Oxyrhynchita,” BASP 31 (1994) 72], to “a
twelth indiction which must be 593.” (I must thank Professor R. Pintaudi and Dr. R. Coles for the images
that respectively triggered and then confirmed my recollection.)

PSI VIII 957.6: npog dnai(tnow ?) — mpocsanaé (Kindly indicated to me by Professor R.S.
Bagnal).
146.2 (= Stud. Pal. 111 280): &m0 yeovyuk(fig) xoptofnik(ng) — Amod Thg yeouyik(fig) xopTobix(ng)

P.Oxy. XVI

1854.1: va Tnmov ov Ehafav — Tva tov Tnrov ov EAafov

1864.8: cuvnBoc péyiotd pot —» cuvnBog To uéytoTd ot

1868.6: npoeipnuévog dvip — mpoetpnuévog kaBostmpévoc (1. koabwotmpévoc) dvip

1908.8: d(10t) T@V Amd Tevnpov — O(1d) TdV dmd Agvkiov. With this emendation, the last attestation
of the Oxyrhynchite éroixiov Zevipov may be removed from Calderini, Diz. IV.3, 270. (For PS IX
1056, see BL VII1 405.) The proposition (in F. Gomaa, R. Mller-Wollermann, and W. Schenkel, Mittel -
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Section), Ms. Khuliid Muhammad Ahmad (Assistant Curator, Sixth Section), and Mr. Ibrahim ‘Abd al-Gawad (Curator, Fourth
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agypten zwischen Samalizr und dem Gabal Abi Sir, Wiesbaden 1991, 87) that the éroixiov Zevnpov
might be modern az-Zaw(rais untenable.

1911: The author has provided Dr. Roberta Mazza (Universita di Bologna) with his notes on this text,
and he directs the reader to her article (“P.Oxy. XVI, 1911 ei conti annuali dei pronoetai,” ZPE, in press)
for additional material.

1911.66: oit(ov) (Gpt.) k¢ — olt(ov) k(aykéAA®) (dpt.) ke, cf. P.Oxy. LV 3804.138. These are the
additional cancellus artabas that appear in I1.68-69.

1911.72: TapovBivov — I[a]xidx (contraBL IX 190).

1911.73: "Avta’ — Toiov Moyyd, (contra BL IX 190).

1911.87: 1)1'C8p (pop(ou) o[k Jod - vmep eop(ov) yndiov, cf. 3804.159.

1911.104: vrep (dpov.) B - VREP (Gpov.) ¥

1911.105: émitiig  ov e ivo(ik.) — €mi T VOV € tvd(ik.)

1911.106: (épt.) L d - (dpt.)eL d, cf. n. toll. 105-6ined. pr.

1911.110: vo(u.) L d - vo(u.) yL d, asin 3804.199.

1911.112: vo(u.) L d - vo(u.) L, asin 3804.198.

1911.117: (dpov.) sa(pop(ou g [vo(u.) y¢ k8 9¢"] vo(u.) Y&~ k8 9¢” — (dpov.) e d, pop(ov) Th
(Gp0ov.) oo vo(u.) L 1" un” <", vo(u.) y ¢~ k8" ?¢”, acorrect equaruon

1911.125: ®01Bduum\/og drax(6vov) - Poraupwvog Toax, cf. 3804.81.

1911.128: £dd¢(ovg) K(xunc_) ...... - £dap(ovg) Kot [cf. BL IX 191] (&p.) ", undoubtedly followed
by anow illegible kot vrep.

1911.143: ot kol £€ (€xatootdv) (GpT.) e - o k(ory.) (&pt.) €& (EkaTooTdV) (dpT.) 18

1911.147: [br]ep vo(u.) v m(apdr) & — VIEP VO(LL.) v T(0pdL KeP.) G

1911.158: adtdv xop(iov) opiov koi Tapovsef — uny(avic) Tdv Xwp(iwv) (cf. BL IX 191) 10D
KTNUO(TOG) TapouceB cf. 3804.221.

1911.161: Notwvod S Took — Notivov bmo Took

1911.184: £560(n) is preceded by o’ (dv); Tolg 0vT(01g) Gumedovp(y0ic) B ku(dtov) — TOiC
odt(0lc) dumeh(ovpyoic) TV P kIu(drov).

1911.185: 6 d0B(évta) adt(olg) mopd TV Kepap(€wv) ‘Aprokpd koDe(a) — o dob(évta) Su(c)
ZovpodTog TV Kepapu(Ewv) ‘Aprokpd. Kof)(p( ). For Sourous, seell. 181 and 187.

1911.186: t@v xove(wv) p a L xo(iv.) C vacat (apt.) kB L xo(iv) { - 10V kove(wv) p (&pt.) L
xo(iv.) 9, vacat sit(ov) x(oyk.) (apt.) B L xo(iv) €. The equation in Il. 185f. is now correct.

1911.191: Hrep KoVP(@V) — VTEP TOV KOVG(®V)

1911.195: "Avouvbiov (épt.) L — "AvouvBiov (&pt.) yL

1911.197: Kovewveyoov (&pt.) o xo(iv.) 8 — Kovewéyog (apt.) a xo(iv.) {, cf. BL IX 191. With this
correction and the correction for |. 195, the sum of the artabasin II. 195-205 now matches the total given
inl. 194.

1911.203: "Avdpéov — Avdpiq

1911.206: cit(ov) k(ayk.) (6pt.) /ac(?)1d L xo(iv.) § — oit(ov) k(ayk.) (apt.) fagid L xo(iv.) o
contra BL Il1 140. The amount in the emendation happily equals the sum of the grain expenditures
reported in 1. 99, 127, 154, 183, 186 (see above), and 194. When it is subtracted from the receiptsin grain
(I. 207 + BL 1X 191), thereis aremainder of 20.5 artabas and 4 choinices. This figure conflicts with the
ed. pr., where aremainder of 20.5 artabas and 1 choinix is reported (1. 208). Unfortunately, the condition
of the papyrus did not permit me to confirm either reading, and, as the editors note, the surcharge
calculation in |. 208 suggests an even higher number of chonices than 4.

1912.22: sitov uétp(w) oe d — oitov uétp(w) (apt.) oed

1912.50: oitov uétp(®) (dpt.) vacat vo(u.) [ —» oitov uérp(o) (apt.) xn L xo(iv.) B vo(w.) [

1912.61: m(opa) T A kol [Tétpov yodk(€wv) — m(opa) kKAnp(ovouwy) Métpov yokk(éwe)

1912.68: 9op(ov) [ ] - ¢dp(ov) elowik(wv)]

1912.71: amotdix[t(ov) 0]op(ov) — dmotdk[t(ov) x]wp(iwv)
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1912.74-78: The payments of grain in 11.74-78 are in cancellus artabas, not metron artabas. In 1.78: /
(&pt.) pPB L - / (&pt.) pn L, i.e., the payment in |. 72. The total number of cancellus artabas in this
column (to be supplied in thelacunain|. 78) is 71.

1912.89: [n(o.) TddV] ad(t.) yewpy(®dV) Kol dunedovp(ydv) Dr(Ep) ad(T@V ?) vo(u.) N — [r(o.) T@]v
ad(T.) Yeopy(@v) kol dumedovp(ydy) b(gp) Gm(oTdKkTov Y0piny) vo(u.) n seems probable, though the
abbreviation for dnotoxtov ywplwv isirregular, contra, e.g., Il. 81, 136-37.

1912.123: 6u(od ?) - (uvpradeg), so elsewhere in the ling, and in XVI 1910.5 (x2). (The latter
papyrusisin the Ashmolean.)

1913, col. I: Not much of interest is preserved, though the remains of an entry for the wages of
brickmakers and a builder (cf. P.Oxy. LV 3804.151-53) reved that the rarely attested KoOnyntod and
'TBoelc (see P. Pruneti, | centri abitati dell’ Ossirinchite, Florence 1981, s.vv., and add 3805.65) were
concerns of this account.

1913.4: éx 1@V 1dlov o0TAV KTNUETOV — £k TdV 1810V HTdY KTNVOV

1913.10: The oVtwc above thisline actually belongsto cal. I.

1913.26: eig tpo@(nV) T@V TOVAA®Y — £l¢ Tpo@(NV) TdV mtovAAiev. toVAAog should be removed
from S. Daris, Il lessico latino nel greco d’ Egitto?, Barcelona 1991, s.v.

1914.10: ®oppovdr in —» Poppodr kn

1914.14: évr(xy{(ou;) 0(1’)1:(013) - évtayi(olg) 050(1)

1915.6-7: dnu(ooc.) ) 1B, [] |br(ep) évyop(tov) duméd(ov) — dnp(os.) vo(u.) 1B, | € (O
VI(EP) EvyOp(TOV) (quts?L(ou) cf. the editors’ note to this line.

1915.13: yi(vovto) (apov.) £ - yi(v.) r(gp) (dpovpdv) {

1915.21: xoi dunéi(ov) o [ (&pov.) & — kot aunéi(ov) (dpov.) [§, cf. the editors’ note to thisline.

1917.15: cit(ov) (&pt.) pABc” k8" — oit(ov) (&pt.) pABc” k8. With this emendation, the number of
artabas reported in 1917.24 equal s the sum of the grain entries written on the leaf.

1917.93: cit(ov) (apt.) pABL ' - oit(ov) (dpt.) pAB L 1, cf. the editors’ note to thisline.

1917.117: xmmoAoyovicg é50d0(1g ?) 10D Enotk(iov) — knroloyoviog Ecmb(ev) T0d émouk(iov), cf.
the editors' note to thisline.

1937.1: mopd THg DUETEPOG AOEAPITNTOC — TaLpOL THG VUETEPOG YvNnolag adehpotntog, cf. P.OXy.
XVI1 1845.3.

1987.13-14: £Efic broypaop[wv i | 1dia xept — eEfic broypag[wv | 18l xept

1999.3; 1tpitng énve(UNcEmG) Vopiouo(Ta) ERTe — TPlTNg Entve(UNcems) xpvood voulouo(to)
EnTOL

2012.2: yi(v.) ovop(oto) w — yi(v.) (brep) ovop(atmv) u

2015.1: t@v poval(ovimv) appa "Avdpéov — tdv poval(dvimv) povaostnp(iov) aBBo "Avdpéov,
as P.Oxy. | 146 (= Sud. Pal. I11 280), SB XVII1 14061-63.

2018.4: Motam — Toten, so aso ll. 7 and 10, and, no doubt, 15 and 16. The editors report, “...the
copy has ITotBwm, but asthe B isin al cases marked as doubtful and IMata is certain in 2036, the latter
form is no doubt to be read here also.” IMotew is also attested in P.Oxy. XVIII 2197.62. Pruneti,Centri,
137, states that ITatow and IMateo are very probably the same place.

2018.8: Following 'Eneig, the text actually continues ivé(iktiovog) & (bngp) éuPol(fic) ¢ ivd(ix.).

2018.20: év xou(m) Kieem - év kou(n) Mavevel. The editors suggested that TTAeelv might be read.
Keem should be removed from Pruneti, Centri, s.v.

2020.24: (apt.) JopEedn” - (dpt.) JonEe dn’

2020.25: (apt.) JanEedn” - (apt.) Jov?l L dn’

2025.5: x(oyx.) (&pt.) viC L — xp(10fic) (dpt.) vif L, so the editors’ original transcript. They object
that “1.5 must evidently agree with I. 34, where x(ayx.) was read,” but in|. 34 | read KQ}Q(ﬁg) for xai
k(oyx.). Similarly, inl. 31 read xp(18f¢) for x(ayxéAAw). These corrections give some consistency to the
entries; with them, wheat always appears before specie, while barley is always booked after specie.

2025.9: cit(ov) iswritten before (dpr.).



164 T. M. Hickey

2028.4: m(opar) Ztotevo xoptov(Aapiov) — m(opa) Matevd yaptov(Aapiov). The former name
should be deleted from the Onomasticon, s.v.

2037.5: {bung — -veuno-. Thereisillegible writing before this that the editors do not note in their
text. The legible remains suggest that t@v énwvepno(emv) should be read, and the sum of money directly
following confirmsthe reading, cf. II. 2, 7, 15, 17-18, 24, 28-29.

2037.6: Once again, traces of writing (+5 letters) have been omitted from the ed. pr.; following &ro
vo(u.) € L, one should probably read y" 6" un” (asin|. 2). (For an identically worded item in |. 18, the
editors report ¢mo vo(u.) { L y" k8" un” @<”. | was unable to confirm the ?<”, as the relevant part of the
papyrus is now damaged.)

2037.12: vo(u.) k¢ d - vo(u.) uc d

2037.13: citov (&pt.) Ae L xo(iv.) d vo(u.) BB n" un” - oitov (dpt.) AO L xo(iv.) d vo(u.) BB n’
un’ pop’.

2037.15: vrep eop(ov) govik(wv) amo vo(u.) L Ly 1" un” — vrep eop(ov) ovik(mv) &mod vo(y.)
CLy xd un’, aselsewhereinthetext [Il. 7, 20-21, 24 (see below), 29].

2037.22: vo(u.) oo L d - vo(u.) O L d, cf. notesin ed. pr.

2037.24: vrep eop(ov) eowvik(mv) amo vo(u.) Ly " un” - vrep eop(ov) eowvik(wv) amod vo(u.) £
Ly k6" un’, aselsewherein thetext [Il. 7, 15 (see above), 20-21, 29].

2037.26: (dpt.) po L xo(iv.) & — (dpt.) uB L yo(iv.) 8, cf. notesin ed. pr.

2037.30: vrep Twu(fic) Bopong — vrep Tr(fig) Pupoag. The phrase tutig fopoog also appearsin
P.Oxy. VIl 1057.2-3 (A.D. 362) and P.Fuad | Univ. app. Il 322 vo.2 (IVth century?). These “irregular”
genitives are the result of an analogic leveling of the declension, cf. Modern Greek, where the genitive of
Bopoa isin fact Bopooc.

2039.15: oikovopov — £noincov oV (Tmg) -

2055.24: TlotBovodte — IMonPovovte. The former name should be deleted from the Onomasticon,
S.V.

2058.97: vo(u.) B~ - vo(u.) oo L

2058.111: vo(u.) B~ - vo(u.) oy’

2058.124: Mamtov — IIdnmov (written nom 'wov). The former name should be deleted from the Ono-
masticon, s.v. (I have since noticed that the correct text appears on PHI CD 7!)

2058:140: vo(u.) y — vo(u.) y

2058.152: This line actually reads yi(v.) o(uod) vo(u.) ©d Aowr(ar) vo(u.) B id(twtikd) Luy(). With
the emendationsin Il. 97, 111, and 140, this tota is correct.

Notes on two papyri not in Cairo:

P.Oxy. XL1V 3204.11: NopiBog — TaBiB6g. NB, s.v., reports that Taf106. is indeclinable, but one

does encounter the genitive in one of St. John Chrysostom’s homilies on Genesis (PG LIII, p. 276, |. 56).
| am grateful to Dr. Revel Coles, who kindly furnished the photograph that enabled me to confirm my
suspicion.
...... ] 6&ovg du(nAd) p — brep t[o]d MeydA(ov) “Op[ovg]
6&ovg du(mAd) p. The same place is mentioned in P.Oxy. LV 3804.284. There the editor thought that the
Western Desert might be meant, but the entry in the Florentine account indicates that his second
hypothesis (“a monastery or acommunity of cells called Méya “Opog”) is the correct one. Cf. also P.Oxy.
XXVII 2480.119-120 and P.Leid. Inst. 80.7 and n.
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