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NOTES ON SOME CAIRO PAPYRI  FROM BYZANTINE OXYRHYNCHUS

(Part I)

Between February and June 1997, I was able to conduct autoptic examinations of most of the “late
Byzantine” (i.e., fifth-seventh century) papyri from P.Oxy. I 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 this is the first. Mention of a text in this first installment does not imply that I have
exhausted my notes concerning it.*

P.Oxy. I:
125.9: toË §nest«tow 

___
slz 

__
sw → toË §nest«tow ¶touw 

___
slz 

__
sw

127 vo: At the end of their introduction to 127 recto, Grenfell and Hunt note, “On the verso is a list of
payments, in two columns.” The first column might be more accurately described as “scratch”; there are
calculations and valuations of quantities of commodities in sums of nomismata. Column II is a list of
payments of kerãtia (always 27.5 or 13.75). The entries are in the form d(iå) t«n épÚ GN; among the
places mentioned are Adaiou, Episêmou, Pleein, Posompous, Senokômis, Seryphis, Sephô, and Ôphis.

137.5: to›w eÈfuestãtoiw diadÒxoiw → to›w Íperfuestãtoiw diadÒxoiw, as may be seen clearly in
pl. 4 of P.Oxy. LVIII. [I have since noticed that the correct text is presented without comment by Roberta
Mazza in both “Ricerche sul pagarca nell’Egitto tardoantico e bizantino,” Aegyptus 75 (1995) 237, and
“Fl. ÉAp¤vn genÒmenow prvtopatr¤kiow,” Simblos 2 (1997) 215.]

140.9 (= W.Chr. 438.9): §p`‹` §niautÚn ßna → §f' •niautÚn ßna. See Gignac, Gram. I, 135, for such
false aspiration.

141 (= Stud. Pal. VIII 1155): The hand of the signature (ll. 6-7) of this text is the same as that of PSI
VIII 957 (ll. 6-7), which is also an order addressed to an ofinoxeiristÆw named Phoibammôn. The latter
text thus should date to 29.i.504 (forty-one days after I 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: prÚw épa¤(thsin ?) → prosãpaj (kindly indicated to me by Professor R.S.
Bagnall).
 146.2 (= Stud. Pal. III 280): épÚ geouxik(∞w) xortoyÆk(hw) → épÚ t∞w geouxik(∞w) xortoyÆk(hw)

P.Oxy. XVI
1854.1: ·na ·ppon ˘n ¶laban → ·na tÚn ·ppon ˘n ¶laban
1864.8: sunÆyvw m°gistã moi → sunÆyvw tå m°gistã moi
1868.6: proeirhm°now énØr → proeirhm°now kayosivm°now (l. kayvsivm°now) énØr
1908.8: d(iå) t«n épÚ SeuÆrou → d(iå) t«n épÚ Leuk¤ou. With this emendation, the last attestation

of the Oxyrhynchite §po¤kion SeuÆrou may be removed from Calderini, Diz. IV.3, 270. (For PSI IX
1056, see BL VIII 405.) The proposition (in F. Gomaà, R. Müller-Wollermann, and W. Schenkel, Mittel-

* My research in Egypt was generously funded by the United States Information Agency (USIA); I am most grateful to
the Agency, and to Director Mark Easton and his staff at the American Research Center for their kind support during my
fellowship. I would also like to thank Dr. ÑAlî Îasan (then Secretary General, Supreme Council of Antiquities) and Dr.
MuÌammad ∑æliÌ (Director General, Egyptian Museum) for their kind permission to work with the papyri; and Mr. Sayyid
Îasan al-Sayyid (Chief Curator, Sixth Section, Egyptian Museum), Mr. Ma…dî AÌmad IsmæÑîl (Assistant Curator, Sixth
Section), Ms. Khulºd MuÌammad AÌmad (Assistant Curator, Sixth Section), and Mr. Ibræhîm ÑAbd al-•awæd (Curator, Fourth
Section), for their friendly assistance and hospitality during my work at the Museum. I am also grateful to Mr. M. Pomerantz
(University of Chicago), who provided much practical guidance during my stay in Cairo, and to Mr. Nico Kruit
(Rijksuniversiteit Leiden), who furnished an advance copy of some relevant material from BL X.

I was fortunate to be able to complete my work on this report during a Junior Fellowship in Byzantine Studies at
Dumbarton Oaks.  I remain grateful for the very generous support that I received during this period.
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ägypten zwischen Samal† und dem Gabal Ab ∑¥r, Wiesbaden 1991, 87) that the §po¤kion SeuÆrou
might be modern az-ZawÇra is untenable.

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

1911.66: s¤t(ou) (ért.) kı → s¤t(ou) k(agk°llƒ) (ért.) kı, cf. P.Oxy. LV 3804.138. These are the
additional cancellus artabas that appear in ll.68-69.

1911.72: T`a`r`o`u`y`¤`n`o`u` → P[a]kiãk (contra BL IX 190).
1911.73: ÉA`n`t`a`' → ÉIs¤ou Paggç` (contra BL IX 190).
1911.87: Íp¢r fÒr(ou) s`i`t`i`[k]oË → Íp¢r fÒr(ou) g˙d`¤`ou, cf. 3804.159.
1911.104: Íp¢r (érou.) b → Íp¢r (érou.) g
1911.105: §p‹ t∞`w` ¨¨¨¨`¨¨¨¨`v``n e find(ik.) → §p‹ t∞w nËn e find(ik.)
1911.106: (ért.) L d → (ért.) e L ` d, cf. n. to ll. 105-6 in ed. pr.
1911.110: no(m.) L d → no(m.) g L d, as in 3804.199.
1911.112: no(m.) L d → no(m.) L, as in 3804.198.
1911.117: (érou.) e éfÒr(ou) g∞w _no(m.) g ı´ kd´ qı´´ no(m.) g ı´ kd´ qı´ → (êrou.) e d, fÒr(ou) tª

(éroÊ.) a no(m.) L ib´ mh´ qı´, no(m.) g ı´ kd´ qı´, a correct equation.
1911.125: Foibãmmvnow diak(Ònou) → Foibãmmvnow ÉIsåk, cf. 3804.81.
1911.128: §dãf(ouw) Kamh`o` ` ` ` ` ` ` ` ` → §dãf(ouw) Kam∞ [cf. BL IX 191] (ér.) h´, undoubtedly followed

by a now illegible ka‹ Íp¢r.
1911.143: afl ka‹ §j (§katost«n) (ért.) ie → a„ k(ag.) (ért.) §j (§katost«n) (ért.) ie
1911.147: [Íp]¢`r` no(m.) n p(arå) e → Í̀p`¢r no(m.) n p(arå ker.) s
1911.158: a`È`t«n xvr(¤vn) ` `o`r`¤ou ka‹ Tarous¢b → mhx`(an∞w) T«n Xvr(¤vn) (cf. BL IX 191) t`oË

ktÆma(tow) Tarous¢b, cf. 3804.221.
1911.161: N`o`t`inoË diå ÉIsåk → N`ot¤nou ÍpÚ ÉIsåk
1911.184: §dÒy(h) is preceded by éf' (œn); to›w aÈt(o›w) émpelour(go›w) b kthm(ãtvn) → to›w

aÈt(o›w) émpel(ourgo›w) t«n 
_
b kthm(ãtvn).

1911.185: tå doy(°nta) a`È`t`(o›w) parå t«n keram(°vn) ÑArpokrç koËf(a) → tå doy(°nta) di(å)
SouroËtow t«n keram(°vn) ÑArpokrç koËf(a). For Sourous, see ll. 181 and 187.

1911.186: t«n koÊf(vn) r a` L xo(¤n.) z, vacat (ért.) kb L xo(¤n) z → t«n koÊf(vn) r (ért.) L
xo(¤n.) d, vacat s¤t(ou) k(agk.) (ért.) b L xo(¤n) z. The equation in ll. 185f. is now correct.

1911.191: Íp¢r koÊf(vn) → Íp¢r t`«`n` koÊf(vn)
1911.195: ÉAnouy¤ou (ért.) L → ÉAnouy¤ou (ért.) g L
1911.197: KoueinexosÁ (ért.) a xo(¤n.) d` → Kouein°xow (ért.) a xo(¤n.) z, cf. BL IX 191. With this

correction and the correction for l. 195, the sum of the artabas in ll. 195-205 now matches the total given
in l. 194.

1911.203: ÉAndr°ou → ÉAndr°&
1911.206: s¤t(ou) k(agk.) (ért.) /as(?)id L xo(¤n.) z → s¤t(ou) k(agk.) (ért.) /af`id L xo(›n.) a,

contra BL III 140. The amount in the emendation happily equals the sum of the grain expenditures
reported in ll. 99, 127, 154, 183, 186 (see above), and 194. When it is subtracted from the receipts in grain
(l. 207 + BL IX 191), there is a remainder of 20.5 artabas and 4 choinices. This figure conflicts with the
ed. pr., where a remainder of 20.5 artabas and 1 choinix is reported (l. 208). Unfortunately, the condition
of the papyrus did not permit me to confirm either reading, and, as the editors note, the surcharge
calculation in l. 208 suggests an even higher number of chonices than 4.

1912.22: s¤tou m°tr(ƒ) oe d → s¤tou m°tr(ƒ) (ért.) oe d
1912.50: s¤tou m°tr(ƒ) (ért.) vacat no(m.) [ → s¤tou m°tr(ƒ) (ért.) kh L xo(¤n.) b no(m.) [
1912.61: p(arå) ÉI` `l ka‹ P°trou xalk(°vn) → p(arå) klhr(onÒmvn) P°trou xalk(°vw)
1912.68: fÒr(ou)¨ ¨¨ `[      ] → fÒr(ou) f[oin¤k(vn)]
1912.71: épotãk[t(ou) f]Òr(ou) → épotãk[t(ou) x]v`r(¤vn)
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1912.74-78: The payments of grain in ll.74-78 are in cancellus artabas, not metron artabas. In l.78: /
(ért.) rb` L  →  / (ért.) rh L, i.e., the payment in l. 72. The total number of cancellus artabas in this
column (to be supplied in the lacuna in l. 78) is 71.

1912.89: [p(a.) t«n] aÈ(t.) gevrg(«n) ka‹ émpelour(g«n) Íp(¢r) aÈ(t«n ?) no(m.) h → [p(a.) t«]n
aÈ(t.) gevrg(«n) ka‹ émpelour(g«n) Íp(¢r) ép`(otãktou xvr¤vn) no(m.) h seems probable, though the
abbreviation for épÒtakton xvr¤vn is irregular, contra, e.g., ll. 81, 136-37.

1912.123: ım(oË ?) →  (muriãdew), so elsewhere in the line, and in XVI 1910.5 (x2). (The latter
papyrus is in 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) reveal that the rarely attested KayhghtoË and
ÉIboe›w (see P. Pruneti, I centri abitati dell’Ossirinchite, Florence 1981, s.vv., and add 3805.65) were
concerns of this account.

1913.4: §k t«n fid¤vn aÈt«n kthmãtvn → §k t«n fid¤vn aÈt«n kthn«n
1913.10: The oÏtvw above this line actually belongs to col. I.
1913.26: efiw trof(Øn) t«n poÊllvn → efiw trof(Øn) t«n poull¤vn. poËllow should be removed

from S. Daris, Il lessico latino nel greco d’Egitto2, Barcelona 1991, s.v.
1914.10: FarmoËyi ih → FarmoËyi kh
1914.14: §ntag¤(oiw) aÈt(oË) → §ntag¤(oiw) oÔs`(i)
1915.6-7: dhm(os.) no(m.) ib, `[ `] ` | Íp(¢r) §nxÒr(tou) émp°l(ou) → dhm(os.) no(m.) ib, | §j (œn)

Íp(¢r) §nxÒr(tou) émp°l(ou), cf. the editors’ note to this line.
1915.13: g¤(nontai) (êrou.) z → g¤(n.) Íp(¢r) (érour«n) z
1915.21: ka‹ émp°l(ou) o` `[ ` ` ` (êrou.) d → ka‹ émp°l(ou) (êrou.) [d, cf. the editors’ note to this line.
1917.15: s¤t(ou) (ért.) rly ı´ kd´ → s¤t(ou) (ért.) rlb ı´ kd´. With this emendation, the number of

artabas reported in 1917.24 equals the sum of the grain entries written on the leaf.
1917.93: s¤t(ou) (ért.) rlb L i´ → s¤t(ou) (ért.) rlb L h´, cf. the editors’ note to this line.
1917.117: khpolaxan¤aw §saËy(iw ?) toË §poik(¤ou) → khpolaxan¤aw ¶svy(en) toË §poik(¤ou), cf.

the editors’ note to this line.
1937.1: parå t∞w Ímet°raw édelfÒthtow → parå t∞w Ímet°raw gnhs¤aw édelfÒthtow, cf. P.Oxy.

XVI 1845.3.
1987.13-14: •j∞w Ípogrãf[vn tª | fid¤& xeir‹ → •j∞w Ípogrãf[vn | fid¤& xeir‹
1999.3: tr¤thw §pine(mÆsevw) nom¤sma(ta) •ptå → tr¤thw §pine(mÆsevw) xrusoË nom¤sma(ta)

•ptå
2012.2: g¤(n.) ÙnÒm(ata) m → g¤(n.) (Íp¢r) Ùnom(ãtvn) m
2015.1: t«n monaz(Òntvn) ébbç ÉAndr°ou → t«n monaz(Òntvn) monasthr(¤ou) ébbç ÉAndr°ou,

as P.Oxy. I 146 (= Stud. Pal. III 280), SB XVIII 14061-63.
2018.4: Pata`∆ → Pate∆, so also ll. 7 and 10, and, no doubt, 15 and 16. The editors report, “…the

copy has Patb≈, but as the b is in all cases marked as doubtful and Pata≈ is certain in 2036, the latter
form is no doubt to be read here also.” Pate≈ is also attested in P.Oxy. XVIII 2197.62. Pruneti,Centri,
137, states that Pata≈ and Pate≈ are very probably the same place.

2018.8: Following ÉEpe¤f, the text actually continues find(ikt¤onow) e` (Íp¢r) §mbol(∞w) ı— find(ik.).
2018.20: §n k≈m(˙) K`lee`ih` ` → §n k≈m(˙) Pa`n`eue¤. The editors suggested that Plee›n might be read.

K`lee`ih̀ ` should be removed from Pruneti, Centri, s.v.
2020.24: (ért.) /arje d h´ → (ért.) /aÙje d h´
2020.25: (ért.) /aÙje d h´ → (ért.) /auqz L d h´
2025.5: k(agk.) (ért.) uiz L → kr(iy∞w) (ért.) uiz L, so the editors’ original transcript. They object

that “l.5 must evidently agree with l. 34, where k(agk.) was read,” but in l. 34 I read kr`i`y`(∞w) for ka‹
k(agk.). Similarly, in l. 3 I read kr(iy∞w) for k(agk°llƒ). These corrections give some consistency to the
entries; with them, wheat always appears before specie, while barley is always booked after specie.

2025.9: s¤t(ou) is written before (ért.).
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2028.4: p(arå) Stat`eu`Ú xartou(lar¤ou) → p(arå) Pateu«` xartou(lar¤ou). The former name
should be deleted from the Onomasticon, s.v.

2037.5: zÊmhw → -n`em`hs-. There is illegible writing before this that the editors do not note in their
text. The legible remains suggest that t«n §pinemÆs(evn) should be read, and the sum of money directly
following confirms the reading, cf. ll. 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 épÚ
no(m.) z L, one should probably read g´ kd´ mh´ (as in l. 2). (For an identically worded item in l. 18, the
editors report épÚ no(m.) z L g´ kd´ mh´ qı´. I was unable to confirm the qı´, as the relevant part of the
papyrus is now damaged.)

2037.12: no(m.) kı d → no(m.) mı d
2037.13: s¤tou (ért.) le L xo(¤n.) d no(m.) b b´ h´ mh´ → s¤tou (ért.) ly L xo(¤n.) d no(m.) b b´ h´

mh´ rqb´.
2037.15: Íp¢r fÒr(ou) foin¤k(vn) épÚ no(m.) z L g´ ib´ mh´ → Íp¢r fÒr(ou) foin¤k(vn) épÚ no(m.)

z L g´ kd´ mh´, as elsewhere in the text [ll. 7, 20-21, 24 (see below), 29].
2037.22: no(m.) a L d → no(m.) y L d, cf. notes in ed. pr.
2037.24: Íp¢r fÒr(ou) foin¤k(vn) épÚ no(m.) z L g´ h´ mh´ → Íp¢r fÒr(ou) foin¤k(vn) épÚ no(m.) z

L g´ kd´ mh´, as elsewhere in the text [ll. 7, 15 (see above), 20-21, 29].
2037.26: (ért.) ma L xo(¤n.) d → (ért.) my L xo(¤n.) d, cf. notes in ed. pr.
2037.30: Íp¢r tim(∞w) bÊrshw → Íp¢r tim(∞w) bÊrsaw. The phrase tim∞w bÊrsaw also appears in

P.Oxy. VII 1057.2-3 (A.D. 362) and P.Fuad I Univ. app. II 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
bÊrsa is in fact bÊrsaw.

2039.15: ofikonÒmou → §po¤hsan oÏ(tvw):
2055.24: PatbauoËte → PapbauoËte. The former name should be deleted from the Onomasticon,

s.v.
2058.97: no(m.) b´ → no(m.) a L
2058.111: no(m.) b´ → no(m.) a g´
2058.124: Pãptou → Pãppou (written papÉpou). 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: no(m.) g → no(m.) g´
2058.152: This line actually reads g¤(n.) ı`(moË) no(m.) pd loip(å) no(m.) b fid(ivtik“) zug(“). With

the emendations in ll. 97, 111, and 140, this total is correct.

Notes on two papyri not in Cairo:
P.Oxy. XLIV 3204.11: N`am`¤yaw → Tabiyçw. NB, s.v., reports that Tabiyç is indeclinable, but one

does encounter the genitive in one of St. John Chrysostom’s homilies on Genesis (PG LIII, p. 276, l. 56).
I am grateful to Dr. Revel Coles, who kindly furnished the photograph that enabled me to confirm my
suspicion.

PSI VIII 953.6: Íp¢r t[o]Ë megãl(ou) or`[ ` ` ` ` ` `] ˆjouw di(plç) r → Íp¢r t[o]Ë Megãl(ou) ÖOr`[ouw]
ˆjouw di(plç) r. 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 a community of cells called M°ga ÖOrow”) is the correct one. Cf. also P.Oxy.
XXVII 2480.119-120 and P.Leid. Inst. 80.7 and n.
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