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REMARKS ON PRIVATE LETTERS®

P.Graux Il 23

This is a second-century letter on business matters. Among other things, Koitonikos advises Heron to
beware of a certain woman who has given him trouble in the past: PAéne odv un defic | adtiy
kewvnBijvor Eoc av amolAdPnc Tove k1BdVAC pov. 00 OEhm yop Aadelv dca Enpate mop’ éué (lines 12-
15). The editor translates the last period as ‘ car je ne te dis pas tout ce qu’ elle m'a couté (?)’, notes that
she has not found any other example of such a use of npdttelv with tapd tve in the papyri, and
suggests that perhaps ‘le scribe mélange-t-il deux constructions equivalentes, tpattelv Tiva Tt €t
npotTTEY TL Tapd Tivo, “faire payer quelque chose a quelqu’ un”? Koiténikos se plaint-il de s étre dé§ja
fait rouler par lacliente? . The solution is simple, and may be found in the fairly frequent use of nopd +
accusative instead of napd + dative, see Mayser, Grammatik ii2 344, and generally the confusion
between the dative and accusative of the persona pronouns, see S. G. Kapsomenakis, Vorunter-
suchungen 24, 76 n. 1, 102, 131f. nap’ €uot ‘chez moi’, is what a schoolteacher would recommend to
his pupils. Compare, e.g., P.Haun. 11 28.13f. (AD 31) ®8e map’ udic [ovy] | ebpnra adtdv, P.Stras. VI
576.14 (c. 300) 10 odv dpyvpiov 10 mop’ Euoil anéclyov, P.Rain.Cent. 161.4f. (v?) ebpébny ta
neptekeliBio tic EhevBépac cov I map’ éué; also the stock phrase eic olkov mop’ éué in P.Prag. | 36.10
(88), P.Sarap. 16.6 (105/6), 48bis.18 (123). An interesting caseis UPZ | 70.7 (c. 152/1 BC), wherein
nopo ce | Beol the e of ce is corrected from cot. Trandate thus ‘for | don’t want to tell you the things she
did in my place’. Thereisaclose verba parallel in another letter, P.Ant. | 43.15f. (iii/iv): o0{y} xpn yop
v Aoty O émoi[n]cév | ce.

P.IFAOII 30

Thisis aletter-fragment from the second century addressed to awoman (Taic[att). Lines 3-4 have been
presented as follows:
PO HEv v |twv edy[ouat ce
vytadvery kol 1o dBdckavt[d cov mondio

In the commentary the editor admits the tentative character of hisrestoration in line 4. The sequence
kol 1] aBdicov[d cov mondio may receive some support from asingle text, SB X1V 11906.3ff. (ii/iii)
mpo 1@V SAaov edyonal ce ytaivery, kol v coplBiov cov kal 1o B dckovtd cov Tékva kol SlAov cov
oV Q{Kov acréCouot. But in most of its occurrences the wording of this formulaic greeting is different.
Out of the nine other instances | have found, | cite five below:t

P.Brem. 64.2ff. (117-31) PO UEV mavTOc edyopol cot vytoilvery petd ’AroAlmviov 10D ddeAgod cov |
Kol TV’ afockdvtmv cov

SB |11 6263.3f. (i) npoO 1@V SAov £ppdcBE ce elyouan uetd kol 1V | dPockdviov Lov ddehpdv

P.Wiirzb. 21.FrA 3ff. (i) PO UV mavtov | ebyopal ce Lytéviv kol edltuyiv petd tdv dfockdiviov pov
AdeAPDV

P.Oxy. X1V 1758.3ff. (i) PO mavTOC eVouait ce | Vyetailvewy petd 1dv dfackaviov | cov todiav

P.Fuad | Univ. 6.2ff. (iii) 1pd e mavtav | edyopal ce dOAokANpely | dpo T0D Backdvtov mardiov.

It islikely that the writer intended something alongside the lines of one of the above examples. Per-
haps it is worth adding that the formulais employed by, aswell as referred to, both men and women.

* | am grateful to Dr. J. R. Rea, who read an earlier draft of a part of this paper and gave me valuable advice; to Prof. T.
Gagos, who checked a number of papyri at Ann Arbor for me and contributed some very helpful remarks; and to Dr G.
Poethke for examening a Berlin papyrus at my request and supplying me with a photograph of another.

1 Cf. aso P.Alex.Giss. 59.3ff. (117-38), P.Phil. 35.2ff. (ii), P.Wisc. Il 72.4ff. (ii), P.Mil. Il 80.3ff. (iii). P.Oxy. Il
292.11ff. (c. AD 25) npo 8¢ méviov vytdvew ce ebyfo]lnot dfackaviac to dpicta | mpdrtwv is too untypical to be
considered as aparallel.
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P.Lond. I11 1019 (= SB XX 14727)2

This sixth-century ‘ Geschéftsbrief in Geldangelegenheiten’ contains instructions from a certain Alex-
andros to his ‘brother’ Theodosios. The editor notes that the understanding of the text ‘wird durch
zahlreiche orthographische und grammatikalische Fehler (Genetiv anstelle des Dativs)3 zusétzlich er-
schwert’. Two of these mistakes, which, however, remained undetected, occur in lines 5 and 6. The text
reads:

kol Aofe écol yipav mopd Porfapmvoc kol téuym v Aotrddo N'eve-

diov - uovov cot Aafe xipav Tdv dexoevi(or ed{c)toBuo and PBdumvivoc.
The translation ‘nimm fur Dich einen Handschein’ (line 5; similarly line 6) takes (¢)col as a dative,
apparently a dativus ethicus. But here the sense hardly needs one;# and there is nothing else in the text to
justify Theodosios' personal interest in the transaction (he has only to obey Aleaxandros orders). All
difficulty is removed once we take (¢)cot for what it realy is: (¢)ct in phonetic spelling, cf. F. T.
Gignac, Grammar i 198f., used in this context to emphasise and better define the imperative Aoé.5

P.Lond.V 1831

Thisis a fragment of a fourth-century letter. The editor favours the idea of a petition, but this should
probably be ruled out; although some official businessisimplied in lines 4-5, this can hardly determine
the nature of the text. Instead, the possibility of aletter of recommendation should be reckoned with (for
the introductory pattern in such letters cf. C.-H. Kim, The Familiar Letter of Recommendation 37ff.).
The text has been presented as follows:
1 decr]otn pov "Abavaciep 2] Avtioxoc 3... Jioc 0 ano dOAnTdV 6 dvadidove 4. ] nota
gvteTuynkmc 1@ decrdtn pov S... Jovi kol mapabépevoc to Eovtod 9 ...

The editor notes that in line 4 * probably not brouv [uate, but ypd]uuorta is possible’. Inspection
of the original proves him right; but we may go a little further, and venture a reconstruction of the
broken beginning of line 4. Line 1 gives the length of the lacuna, which must be about 7 letters long; on
this basis, | propose to restore 6 avodidovc [cot ta ypd]uuate, acommon collocation (for example, it
appearsin P.Oxy. XX 2275.5 and P.Princ. Il 101.7f. discussed below).

P.Oxf. 18

Thisisashort letter of the second or, more likely, third century. Its first three lines may be presented as
follows (in line 3 the corrections reported in BL have been incorporateds):
MeA[x]dAoc "Apelovi 16 martpl yoipery.
0 énf[ec]tellm por mepl TV k[e]popimv tdv yAv-
[kel]edv, Ryopoxo [T]oc laioc kol KivTot.
‘Melcalius to Areion, his father, greetings. As to the order you gave me about the jars of sweet
olives, | have bought the olives and they are stored'.
The name of the sender is not known from any other source. On the published photograph the
reading appears very uncertain, and on inspection of the original (kept in the Bodleian Library at

2 First published in Tyche 7 (1992) 203ff.

3 In a sixth-century text this can hardly be branded a mistake, inasmuch as it is a phenomenon of the Greek spoken at
that time, which was to become established in Medieval and Modern Greek; cf. Kapsomenakis, Voruntersuchungen 114 n. 2.

4 For the contexts in which such datives occur see H. Ljungvik, Aegyptus 13 (1933) 159ff., H. Steen, C & M 1 (1938)
125f., H. Koskenniemi, Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie 130, 134, 153.

5 For asimilar misunderstanding of cot in P.Bour. 23.7 see Kapsomenakis, Voruntersuchungen 23.

6 xwvta [ Jed pr, xivion [@8e] H. C. Youtie (BL IV 47), kivton [vac.] P. J. Sijpesteijn (BL VII 95). The latter sug-
gestion has been confirmed on the original. The translation combines that of the editor and Youtie's (= Scriptiunculae i
887).
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Oxford) MeA[x]dAoc turns out to be impossible: there is nothing that would admit alambda before the
break; it is aso not clear whether an entire letter has been broken away, while very little survives of the
epsilon and alphato justify the absence of sublinear dots. It has not been possible to restore any known
name. H. Solin, O. Salomies, Repertorium nominum gentilicium et cognomimum Latinorum (1994)
record the gentilicia Macal (ius) and Magal(ius), and one might think of the otherwise unattested *Meyd.-
Moc. Either way, faut de mieux | would be inclined to print Me [ ]éA1oc, without excluding Me éAtoc.

Line 2 exhibits two unusual linguistic features. First, the construction 6 én[ec]teido ... fyoporo is
good classical Greek, but strikes one as odd in a text of this date and type; second, ‘to order someone
about something’ is a very unusual meaning for énictéAlopon, and this papyrusisin fact the only text
attesting the form érnecteilm. dc évetreidom pot would be less exceptional, cf. SB X11 11148.5f. (iii/iv, cf.
BL VIII 367), P.Oxy. 111 527.2 (iifiii), PSI 1X 1080.3 (iii), X1 1247.17 (iii), P.Warr. 15.12 (ii) (most of
these texts have xaBoc éveteilo); cf. also the phrase dc éveteitdduny vel sim. which occurs in many
other papyri. This has actually been confirmed on the original, and we should read dc [¢]v[e]reiio pot
kth. Thereisafurther noteworthy detail: the juxtaposition of the incorrect y?w[mk]smv with the correct
éloiac. Butin effect the papyrus has yAv[ke]adv; for the spelling see Gignac, Grammar i 196f.

There are more problems in the final sentence (lines 6-8). It was printed thus:

acrndetal ce Caponiov kol
[ Intprxol Tpiuéoc.
éppdcBaii (ce) ebyou(on).

For the beginning of line 7 the editor tentatively suggested restoring [Anu]ntpt = Anuntprov. This
is not credible; further, kot cannot be read in the previous line. The traces admit c0[v], and | am thus
inclined to supplement cu[ ] 1'[tQ uIntpt. After that comes the proper name Tpwéoc, an unicum. But
this is a ‘ghost’: the papyrus has Tnuéac. This should be either an idiosyncratic spelling of the common
name Anuéoc (for the interchange & > t at the beginning of a word cf. Gignac, Grammar i 80), or an
orthographic variant of the rare name Twuéoc, attested only in O.Tait 144 (215? BC). Finally, as regards
the supplemented (ce) in the last line, it should be noted that the omission of the persona pronoun is
well attested, cf. F. Ziemann, De epistularum Graecarum formulis sollemnibus quaestiones sel ectae 336
n. 1, and F. X. J. Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter 70f., and cannot be regarded as an
accidental omission (the phenomenon is not as rare as Exler states).” In conclusion, | propose that the
end of the letter be edited as follows:

acnatetol ce Caponimv cv[v]
[*1i uIntpt kot Tnugoc.
éppdcBon ebyou(an).
‘ Sarapion aong with his mother, and Timeas greet you. | pray for (your) heath'.

P.Oxy. XX 2275

In thisletter, assigned to the first half of the fourth century (but the late third should also be considered),
Theonas asks his ‘ brother’ Timotheos to ‘ buy carpets on his behalf’. His request starts thus (lines 4-7):
[kakdc mot|ncic, kOpre, mept [mo]AA0D cot yevécBon Mo

5 [clovi T® &]vadidobvTl cot TODTA LoV TO YPOLUUOTOL
[ ] olho Hudv covovhcacBon
[ tam]itio kdAALCTO KTA.

The lacunae at the start of lines 5-7 cause some difficulty. In line 5 the restoration IMo[ciovt is
arbitrary; although we find IToc[twvoc in P.Oxy. XX 2273.5, the two texts are not related, and there is

7| draw the opportunity to note that P.Princ. 11 162.14 (89) has éppdcBaur [ebyo]uot, but the break might have carried
the personal pronoun away; also in P.Princ. 111 189.19 the editor prints éppdcBo1 edyopa, but obviously it is preferable to
supplement 2ppdcBol[i ce elyopot.
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no good reason to admit IMa[ctwvt here. For the beginning of line 6 he editor offered no supplement, but
the length of the break allows supplementing [6vtt xai] eiAo nudv (on the original | see nothing of the
trace reported after the lacuna), which would match &]vadidobvtt and eid; cf. P.Oxy. XXXVI 2768.
14£. (iii) Svtt kol mpolkthtopt. For line 7 the editor considered supplying ‘pot or muiv i.e. ‘on my
behalf’.” Spacing isinconclusive, but in the text there is nothing to justify the plural (huav in 6 is not
relevant). All thisresult in the following text for lines 5-7:8
5 [ £5 1® &]vadidovvTl cot ToDTA LoV TO YPAUpaTa,
[8vtt kai] @ide hudv, covovicacBod
[wot tam]Tior KAAALCTO KTA.
‘... that you buy together with Pa..., who is delivering you this letter of mine (and is) a friend of

ours, the most beautiful carpets for me, etc.’®

P.Oxy. XXXIV 2728

Thisis an interesting business letter of the early fourth century.1° Close to the end of it the writer asks
for the dispatch of various eatables (pepper, pickled mullet, honey). His last requests have been
presented in the following words:
anoctetlov Kol Huiyovy
35 uélitoc: mavro T[fic tlwfc pn dxvacnc o
YPOWOIL LOL TTEPT TAVTWV.

The editor trandates: * And send off half a chous of honey. Asfor all the details of the price, do not
hesitate ... to write to me about everything’, and comments on line 35: ‘Read ndvta (tor) tffic t]ufic?.
Thisis not so. t[fic t]Jwfic means ‘at the current price’, and névto, which sums up what the writer has
asked for, should go with drocteihov. Compare, e.g., SB 111 7572.5f. (ii) néuyev pot ta Aodixia Thc
Tpiic, PWisc. 11 72.22 (ii) éyopocov po[t] tiic tipfic, or SB X1V 11901.12f. (iii) drydpocov pot coliciov
KkoAov thc Twufic, with the note ad loc. of the ed. pr. (= G. M. Paréssoglou, ‘EAAnvike 26 (1973) 281).
thc Twic is a brachylogy: cf. P.Fouad 35.7f. (48) noAelv toic tpocedevcopuévolc | 1@ dryopocpud, Thc
ebpedn[coluévnc Tiufic, ta vrdpyovta ktA.; cf. also BGU IV 1080.18ff. (iii?) cJuvamdctiddv pot
annilov ... Mtpoc déxo ... Thc ovenc mapd col teuufic, or the shorter tfic obenc twufic: P.Oxy. LVI
3854.5f. (iii) noAncc tofc} dwldexa crotia the ovene tiuic.tt A final point: at the end of line 35
ndAv, which has been suggested in place of o~ (see BL VII 152), has now been confirmed on the
original. One should thus modify the text’ s punctuation, and read:

anoctellov kol Huiyovy
uélitoc, mavro T[fic Tlwfc. un dxviene médy
YPOWOIL LOL TTEPT TAVTWV.

‘Send off also half a chous of honey, al these at the current price. Do not hesitate to write to me

again about everything'.

P.Princ. 1 101

Thisisa Christian letter of recommendation from the fourth century, reprinted in M. Naldini, Il Cristia-
nesimo in Egitto as no. 70. Only the upper part survives. Lines 7-9 were edited thus:

8 One more minor correction: in line 17 for budv read Hudv.

9| am doubtful as to whether in covevicacBor one has to recognise the practice of coemptio, for which cf. P.Oxy. LX
4060.86n.

10 R. s. Bagnall has calculated the date of the text as 308-12, or rather 312-8 in Currency and Inflation in Fourth
Century Egypt 57, 66 (= BL VIII 261).

11 Similarly P.Graux 11 10.16 (i), SB X1 11127.12 (88), BGU V 1210.10.230 (c. 150), P.Graux Il 23.9f. (i), PSI XIII
1333.9 (iii), P.Heid. I 216.8f. (iii), SB XVIII 13593.22f. (iii/iv).
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[ 0] dvad1800c cot ToL Ypd-
[u(xroc] 1ov oikioc 10D TaTPOC
[10D Cltepdavou Tuyydver kTA.

The name of the person recommended does not survive: the lacuna at the start of line 7 has probably
carried it away. Asthe editor noted, it must have been very short.12 What will concern us here is the way
line 9 has been restored. The editor opted for to%. Letters of this kind display a fairly fixed pattern of
presenting the details of the recommendation. C.-H. Kim, The Familiar Letter of Recommendation 48f.
notes that ‘the identification of the [recommended] person is usually expressed in terms of the family
relationship to the writer or the degree of intimacy with the recommended’, and lists the phrases used
for identifying this relationship: ddeAeoc pov, ti[c yv]vaikoc oikeloc, Nudv oikeloc, NudV (d1ov, Hudv
adelod kol oik[eloc] kol kTA., pov £k THic oikioc, olkiokny Lov, oikelov pov, and oikloc oD TaTPOC
[t0b Clrepdvov. It is evident that the last example, furnished by our papyrus, does not show the same
degree of intimacy as the others. Naturally, what was clear to the recipient of the letter may not be
obvious to us, and Stephanos may have been a close friend; cf. P.Cair.Zen. | 59042 (257) (= no. 5 Kim)
TV PIAOV TIvOC @V [En]dv Ectiv oikeloc. But since we are dealing with a supplement, | see no reason
why we should not seek to emphasise the closeness of this person to the writer, and restore 1o totpoc
[wov Clrepavov ([cov] is another possibility, but | think it much less likely). We find asimilar ideain
another letter of recommendation, P.Brem. 7.3f. (ii): ‘Epuciov ¢iAov Ovta 100 motpoc pov |
nopotiBepai cotl, adehoe (for the construction 1od natpdc pov + name in genitive cf. PSI X111 1322.7
(118), P.Oxy. XXXI 2596.9 (iii), etc.)

PSI 1 95, P.Fay. 109

PSI | 95 isathird-century letter written by awoman called Ptolemais to a certain Ammonios. Ptolemais
gives him instructions about various agricultural matters. Thisis how lines 7-15 are printed:
gav | 8¢ unbev tovtv yellvnton, kév ce On Badicorleic  tétaptov fj dmoclteihan Ty éxel
nepl | amavtov pot gactv | cjpovov kol tivec tolmot nocpécrnKow TPOC KUTOLCTIOPALY .

The note on 9ff. shows the editor’s uneasiness: ‘Forse kav ce 8 (...) Bodicon eic TETOPTOV
<nome di luogo?> 1 drocteilou <Cioeé Tive> Ty ékel etc.’. However, things are not so difficult. First
we have to remove the problem caused by what was unread in line 10. The original (kept in the
Biblioteca Medicea L aurenziana at Florence), clearly shows that we should read tév. tov tétaptov must
refer to a ténoc, as we may deduce from the occurrence of the word torot a few lines below. | have
found two relevant parallels: P.Bour. 15 fr.3.57 (ii) torov tetédpro[v, and PSI X 1126.11 (iii), where
teTdpTov T|om(ov) is securely restored.® Then with regard to the syntax, dmocteiAon goes with gdiciy 14
while Badicon and drocteilon, which convey orders, are either imperatival infinitives (for imperatival
infinitives parallel to imperatives cf. B.G. Mandilaras, The Verb 88 756ff.), or genuine imperatives (cf.
Gignac, Grammar ii 349f.; Modern Greek has otetlhe, fadioe). xdv ce 87 is an elliptical conditional
clause.1s A parallel to the conditional here is P.Oxy. LXII 4340.11f. (late iii): &v | 8el ypoyov nuelv

12 Naldini does not rule out the possibility that ‘il periodo poté per es. iniziare nel r. 7 con [énel 6] dvadidong ecc.’. But
this is highly unlikely: there are very few letters of recommendation which do not mention the name of the person
recommended, cf. Kim, op. cit. 41ff., and none of them starts with éret or the like.

13 |t might be worth considering whether in P.Col. V111 212, ashort letter of AD 49, one may restore [tétaptjov in the
lacuna of line 7, so that the sentence should run tac [un]yovac petdBec | elc t[o]v [tétapt]ov Témov ‘move the sakiyeh to the
fourth topos.” When this letter was first publlshed "the editor noted that there are many possible restorations of the lacunain
line 7, and exempli gratia suggested [npdteplov. But [tétapt]ov at least has a parallel.

14 There are numerous examples of gdicty construed with droctéAAw or Téuno.

15 For a similar misunderstanding and mistaken punctuation in P.Oxy. XVII 2153.19 see Kapsomenakis, Vorunter-
suchungen 52.
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urep avTod ‘write us about him, if necessary’; the personal pronoun is absent, but the sense is the
same. 16 The text should therefore be arranged as follows:
gav ¢ unbev tovtev yelvnrau, kG ce 87, Padican eic OV Tétoptov 1) dmocteldan Thy €kel
nePL AMAVTOV Lo QACLY. CHUOVOV KTA.

‘If none of these things takes place, and if you have to, go to the fourth (topos), or send me word
about everything there. Notify mealso ...’

To the best of my knowledge the personal pronoun occurs in the same phrase only in one other text,
P.Fay. 109, a letter from the archive of Gemellus (early i). In the edition lines 2-6 of this text appear
thus:

kol VOV | mapokAnBeic tovc tpeic ctatipec odc elpnié | cot Cédevioc ddvol pot fidn doc
KAéovt, vopilcoc Gt kyypdic pot odtove, £av ce EM 10 elndtiov | cov Betvon évéxvpov kTA.

The editors trand ated the conditional sentencein lines 5-6 as ‘even if you have to pawn your cloak’,
that isasif it were a concessive clause-which it is not. Olsson’s trandlation (the letter is reprinted under
no. 69 in his Papyrusbriefe aus der frihesten Romerzeit) runs along the same lines: ‘auch wenn es not-
wendig ist, Dein Gewand a's Pfand zu geben (?)'. The question mark betrays his doubts, rightly, as it
seems: the only way to do justice to the Greek is to take Beivou as the apodosis of the conditional. That
is:

v ce 81,17 10 eludtidv cov Beivon véyvpov

‘If necessary, put your cloak in pawn’.18

P.Wash. 1 31, 35, 44

The first of these three Washington papyri is a scrap of a letter which the editor placed in the third
century. In the introduction the editor noted: ‘If yev]eBAeiav "AdeEdvd[pov refers to the emperor, adate
between A.D. 222 and 235 can be assigned to the letter, the lack of Bed¢ with the name indicating a
living ruler.” But yeveBiio 'Ale€dvdpov, ‘the birthday of Alexander’, may refer to the birthday of any
person with this name, and not necessarily to Alexander Severus, who, at any rate, would not have been
mentioned simpy as ‘Alexander’, cf. e.g. W.Chr. 41.3,8 (232); for this usage there are numerous
parallels within awide time-span. There is afurther point which rules out the possibility of any mention
to this emperor: lines 3-5, as now read and restored (cf. BL IX 371), point to a later date: [rpo pev
navtolv edyopat 1@ [kupip Oed vyt]aivovtac budc [droraPelv to nalp’ €uod ypdupoto. This
formula, typical of fourth-century (or slightly later) letters,1® makes a third-century date for our text
appear unlikely. “The initial greeting ‘in the lord god' has every appearance of being a Christian one,
although it has been argued that ‘the lord god’ is not specific to Christianity” (POxy L1X 3998.4-5n.).

The third of the Washington texts was assigned to the sixth century, but the presence of yaipetv in
line 1 rather speaksin favour of an earlier date. A correction on line 3 has already been proposed (cf. BL
IX 372), so that lines 2-3 run thus:

16 Compare also SB | 3924.16f. (AD 19) éawv youp 8én, avtdc Baifroc | £k 1od Tcov ko Sikaiov tdg Eevioc | Sraddcet,
especially in contrast with SB XV 12555.2.28f. (iii) xoi £ov 8én AoyoBéltnv Sodvan, ddct; also P.Tebt. | 58v.2.55ff. (111
BC) o | 8¢l ce covmecly tdt | "Avikntor, covrecor; P.OXy. 111 525.5ff. (ii) éav 8én 1@ ddehodt tiic unltpo[c] v vidv
"AyAA doBRva | cro[v]ddprov, kaddc morfceic Sobde xtA. For the expression éav 8 cf. also R. C. Horn, The Use of the
Subjunctive and Optative Moods in the Non-Literary Papyri 60.

17 7 was proposed by Mandilaras, The Verb § 791.1 to replace the editors §¢¢)n, but never made its way into the
Berichtigungsliste.

18 | take the opportunity to note that in line 1 Olsson’s interpretation of mpdc Gvévkay asmpdc Gvovikaiy = Tpoc
dvaviaiov instead of npoc dvérykny with the ed. pr is erroneous: for the interchange n > o see Gignac, Grammar i 247f. —
but its meaning is ‘for some need (of yours)’, and not ‘from necessity’, as the editors translate. Likewise his change of eb6vc
ce 00 kpotd to evBVC ce 0L kpotd (line 2) is unwarranted.

19 Cf. P.Abinn. 22.2ff., 23.2ff., 3L.4f. (all 342-51), P.Haun. || 25.4ff., P.Lips. 111.3ff., P.Oxy. XIV 1683.3ff., LVI
3859.3ff., 3860.2ff., LIX 4000.3f. (al iv), P.Ross.Georg. 11 10.4ff. (iv/v), P.Bour. 25.4ff., P.Oxy. 3864.5ff. (al v), et al.
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Tpo uglv mévtov edyoual [ce bytoiverv
no]p’ €uod mpocny[o]plov
The amount of text lost between lines 2 and 3 cannot be specified, but we can form an idea of what
it was about from the following passages:

P.Ross.Georg. 111 10.4ff. (iv/v) n[po] nen [rovtoc edyope 1@ noverenuovi Bed Snawc | [b]yvévovtdc cov kol evbv-
u@vtoc pot dmoAdPic v nalp’ £uod mpocnyopioy.

P.Batav. 21.3ff. (v)2 Tpd pev mévtov elylo]uot 1@ | tovtokpdropt Bed de bytevoden | kol edBovpodey
... GmoLGBnc T o’ £pod mpocyopio.

P.land. VI 128.2f. (v) onoc ... ip[ocdé]IEn thy map’ aipod mpocnyopiow.

P.land. VI 103.1ff. (vi) npd pev | tdvtov ebyoue tov novelefpova Bedv, Snmc byiévev | drordfnc thy
nop” €po(d) npocnyopiocy

P.Wash. I 108.1f. (vi) [etxopan tov] maverenpova Bed[v], Snoc [Dlyt[alivovca | [droddBnc 8] ypou-
wétov Ty Tpocnyopioy . .

P.KaIn Il 111.2f. (vivi) onwg Vytévav kol @ o [... droAdPnc] I thv map’ €uod mpocnyoplow.

Something alongside the lines of these passages should be restored in P.Wash. | 44.2-3; in the break
between the the two lines we have to posit one or two participles (e.g byaivev, e0Bvudv) and a verb
(most likely amodafnc), but the exact wording evades us. At any rate, ce vywaiverv should no longer
stand in the text.

In the passages cited above npocnyopio is virtualy equivaent to ypduuoto (cf. P.K6In 11 111.3n.),
which is better attested.2! One of these words is to be supplemented in P.Wash. | 35.2f., a fourth/fifth-
century letter from a husband to his wife, where what remains from the formula has been read as
evyo]lue 6nmc Lyevovtoc cov amoA[afnc (cf. BL IX 372): restore npo pev naviov evyolue dnmc
VY1EVOVTOC cov amoA[afnc o mop” £uod ypapupoto [ty mop’ €uod Tpocnyoplov.22

SB 111 6222

This is an interesting third-century letter (for its date see BL VIII 324), translations of which have
appeared in two collections of texts.23 Only atextual point will concern us here. It is contained in the
period which runs from line 7 to line 8, and has been edited as follows:

xav vovet | [dox]iju cot, a[v]tiyponyov hulv me[pi t]fic [cJompeilafc] co[v].

Two words invite suspicion: vuvet (I. vovi), which normally occurs in different contexts24 and
[8ox]fj1 with iota-adscript, cf. Gignac, Grammar i 183 n. 3. But the main objection to the published text
isthat the conditional clause seems to be an implausible conflation of two expressions that often qualify
commands or requests in the papyri:

(&) xav vov, awidely attested colloquial ‘expression d’intensité', which accompanies imperatives or
equivalent expressions (Steen offers no discussion in ‘Les clichés épistolaires, C & M 1[1938] 153ff.);
for the sense see LSJ s.v. xav | 3 ‘now at any rate'. It is attested from the third to the sixth/seventh
century, mainly in private, as well as official correspondence (very few times in petitions). Its earliest
occurrence in a dated document is in P.Bub. | 1.6.5 (and 3.Fr3.8) (224); two texts may be earlier:

20 The editor assigned the papyrus to the sixth century, but palaeography (see pl. XV), format and wording point to an
earlier date.

21 p Abinn. 22.4f. (342-51), P.Haun. 11 25.6f., P.Lips. 111.4, P.Oxy. XIV 1683.8, LV| 3859.4f., 3860.3f., 4000.4,
4001.6f. (al iv), P.Giss. 54.5 (iv/v), P.Bour. 25.5, P.Oxy. LIV 3863.7f., 3864.7f. (all v).

22 It may only be a coincidence that P.Abinn. 22.4f. has [§]n[wc] byoivovei con peté tod Slkov dmordfne to mop’
£uod ypduporto.

23 W. Schubart, Ein Jahrtausend am Nil no. 67; AA. VV., Sport und Spiel bei Griechen und Rémern (Berlin 1934) no.
32 (the quality of the published photograph, Taf. 38, isvery poor).

24| have found only one secure example of the collocation kav vuvi, P.Mich. VIII 492.14f. (i), but the context is
different: kav vivel (I. vovi), el pn ot éyevouny év | "AleEovdpla, fiuelhey Té co kol TG EUC KO TG THC UNTpoOc NUdV |
novTo TwARCoL.
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P.Princ. 111 164.3 (ii) and P.Dubl. 15.2625 (ii/iii), but note that in both cases the dating is made on the
basis of the hand. The latest examples are CPR X1V 49.2, P.land. 1l 20.2, P.Fouad 85.9 (al vi/vii).
Often the expression is followed by the particle odv.26 An interesting variant is provided by SB VI
9138.6 (vi): Behfcn oV T &peth) k8 énl 10D mapdvToc AdCE pot kTA.27

(b) el [ox]fjt cor, acommon *expression d urbanité’, treated by Steen, loc. cit. 152.

The subjunctive [dox]fj1 that would construe with e might make one uneasy. It may be explained
away as an iotacism; but the dot below eta may suggest that the latter was restored to produce a sub-
junctive, and thus make the verb agree with xév. | submitted my query to Dr G. Poethke, who kindly
checked the original for me and replied (letter of 26.9.1996): ‘Z. 8 gibt es zur Beginn nur Tintenreste,
lotaist sicher; es scheinen mir sowohl [Sox]ij1 wie auch Jei moglich.” It seems thus safe to present the
following text:

KOy vov, el [Sok]el cot, a[v]tiypayov huiv me[pl t]ijc [cJompetlafc] co[v].

‘Immediately, if you think fit, write back to us about your well-being.’

SB 111 7243 (= VII1 9746)

The text of this papyrus (P.Berol. 13897) has appeared four times in print: originally published by G.
Manteuffel in Eos 30 (1927) 211f., it was reprinted in the Sammel buch twice, and was included as no.
36 in M. Naldini, Il Cristianesimo in Egitto. It contains a letter, assigned to the early years of the fourth
century, which is addressed by a certain Didyme and her ‘sisters' to another woman named Sophia.
Half-way through the letter Didyme informs Sophia that she has sent (the governing verb is anéctida,
from line 17), among other things,
20 kot 816 10D Nowtncipdpov tod IMhov[clo]v

viven Iavcopiov 6e1ov (c)ytpovdliov] uéyo

KoL couPLO1oV HIKpOV. Exmct pakovc

QOVIKOLC.

(The text is that of Naldini.) The first noticeable feature in the passage is the proper name
Nowncipdpov in line 20 (Foraboschi’s Onomasticon takes it as the gentive of Novtncaipdpnc), which
appears aone in the papyrological documentation: it is the sole example of a compound name in which
vorhtne isits first component.?® This singularity disappears once we articulate 81 700 vorutn C1pdpov.
Cloapoc is not acommon name: it has hitherto occurred only twice, in CPR V11 54.15 (ii) and P.Oxy.
XXIV 2421.42 (c. 313-23, cf. BL VIII 257). For the genitive form vobtn cf. Gignac, Grammar ii 14.
The texts in which sailors appear as carriers of letters and various other objects are numerous.*®
Sipharos’ patronymic, ITAov[cio]v, is also problematic. A photograph, kindly supplied by Dr. G.
Poethke, shows that the final v is an impossible reading. After the break there are traces of two letters;
the first isinconclusive, the second may be sigma. Papyrological onomastica offer various possihilities,

25 The editor prints kavvdv, as also did the editor of P.Princ. 111 170.2 (vi), but in both cases one should articulate k&v
vov.

26 This has not been recognised in P.Stras. IV 270.3 (c. 200), where the editor prints Jkov. vdv odv o €pyov yewvécho;
read instead | k& vov odv 10 Epyov yewvécBm.

27 Occasionally kol vdv is used with exactly the same meaning as kdv vdv. Compare also the rare collocations té vdv
obv (P.Oxy. LXI11 4361.4 (iii/iv), P.Michael. 29.12 (iv?) only), and kai odv (P.Oxy. LIX 3997.20 [iii/iv], O.Douch |11 284.4
[iv]).

28 p_Laur. I1I 84.7 as edited read &mno Noiewvordtov; this has been corrected to émo. Naiet (but perhaps read "Anovaet, cf.
T. Derda, E. Wipszycka, JJP 24 (1994) 53) vardtov (= BL IX 121).

2 Cf, e.g., P.Gron. 15.A2 (ii), P.Oxy. XII 1488.4 (ii), XLIX 3517.4 (260/282), P.Meyer 20.41 (iii), P.Oxy. X 1294.14f.
(iii), PSI XIII 1331.10f. (iii), PSI Cong. XI 12.2 (iii), P.Oxy. XXXIV 2729.8 (iv), PSI IX 1042.15 (iv), P.Heid. IV 333.7 (v),
P.Apoll. 12.3 (706).
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but | have not been able to match the remains with any known name. But | would not rule out the
possibility that we are not dealing with a patronymic.

[Movcogiov (line 21) also attracts attention. This is the sole instance of the name Tavcogoc in the
papyri, otherwise known only from non-papyrological sources. But it may well be that ITovcogiov
refers to awoman. P.Oxy. LI1X 3984.7 (340) attests a woman named ITavcoerov; and in line 30 of our
letter Mowv[cd]prov seems to be a woman.*® There is also a palaeographic difficulty. The photograph
indicates that after the eta of vuven thereis a hole which islikely to have taken one letter away. | have
thought of viven[c] ITavcogiov. By comparison with P.Wash. | 56.18 (v/vi) tfic vouenc ‘Hpaeidoc, a
lady called ITavcogrov is perfectly imaginable. At any rate, a vouen Ioavcoeiov could aso be
‘Pansophion’s daughter-in-law’ 3! But if agenitive were in fact written, its syntactic position would be
unclear. The uncertainty over what stood at the end of line 20 makes matters worse. All in al, an
obscure point.

In line 22 Naldini takes £€ymct as an idiosyncratic version of €yovct. Phonologicaly this is not
impossible, cf. Gignac, Grammar i 209, but there is a great difficulty: the sentence €ywct pdxovc
guvixoc isawkwardly placed within the run of the text, and it is not clear which is the subject of £xwct.
Moreover, if pakouvc eOvikoc stands for pdxeo powvikeo, as the apparatus criticus of SB VIII 9746
asserts (Naldini adduces Hdt. 7.76 péxect powvixéorct),? it is hard to understand why the writer of the
letter chose such a morphology; even if in pdxovc we were to see a change of gender (10 paxoc > *0
pécoc), it would be difficult to understand the choice of gvuxoc.

All difficulty can be removed if we opt for a different articulation (and punctuation): covpidiov
ULKpOV €4 clpokovc uvikoc, that is, in normalised spelling, covpidiov pikpov £xov cvplakovc
potvikoc ‘a small basket containing Syrian palm-dates’. This text may receive support from the
following considerations:

(i) The dispatch of baskets is mentioned in a great number of private letters. Sometimes the contents
of the baskets are denoted with words very similar to those in our text. Three examples (there are more)
will suffice to illustrate the usage:

P.Oxy. XXXI 2596.6f. (iii) cpupidiov Exwv Tapixovc € KTA.
SB XVIII 13593.8ff. (iii/iv) cpupidiov Exov | pdtiov ELondv kol thakodlty puvikiov
P.Oxy. XIV 1658.6ff. (iv) petkpov coupiov | Exmv kdto | poyoaipio B

In al three examples the spelling of £€xov with omega is noticeable; for the interchange o > o see
Gignac, Grammar i 277. Our text presents a further phonological idiosyncrasy, the omission of the final
nu; for other examples of such omissions before words beginning with a sibilant see Gignac, op. cit.
112.

(ii) Some of the baskets that we find in the papyri contain palm-dates. One such example, SB XVIlI
13593.8ff., is cited above; other examples include P.Cair.Zen. IV 59692.2.20 (iii BC), O.Stras. 599.9f.
(ii/fi BC), SB VI 9025.25f., 33f. (ii), (kaA&Biov) P.Mich. VIII 476.7 (ii), P.Oxy. | 116.9 (ii), XXIV
2424.13, 32 (iifiii), PGenova | 49.8 (iiifiv).**

(iii) Some of the palm-dates attested in the papyri are of Syrian provenance: see P.Aberd. 57.19n.,
P.Mich. X1 630.24n., P.Y adin 16.19n.%° The spelling without iota here can be paralleled by BGU XII|
2280.1.3, 2.12 (276), which has [C]upoxki; the omission of unaccented iota before a back vowel iswell

30 Naldini has misunderstood the passage, but cf. the text of SB VIII 9746, which rightly has Aovkile instead of
AovkiAd in line 29.

3 Cf LST sy, 1.3; Moulton-Milligan s.v.; Bauer-Aland-Aland s.v. 2.
32 P <, , < , , .
Naldini interprets pokovc @UVIKOC as pakn eoiviko, but goiviko must be a misprint.

33 For this phenomenon cf. N. G. Hatzidakis, Einleitung in die neugriechische Grammatik 354f., W. Cronert, Memoria
Graeca Herculanensis 174ft., Mayser, Grammatik 12 451f.

3% For palm-dates in the papyri see P.Dubl. 16.3n.

35 That in all other texts the adjective used for ‘Syrian [date]” is cOproc (or cOpoc, as in more than one instance in
P.Yadin) should not affect the argument. Cf. cOproc/cuproxoc nupdc (for which see P.Heid. VII 407.12n.).
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documented in the papyri, cf. Gignac, op. cit. 304. ci- for cv- would be an easy iotacistic mistake; for v
> 1 in unaccented syllables see Gignac, op. cit. 267.% (I would rule out the possibility that the adjective
derives from the noun cipéc, for which see G. Husson, OIKIA 252f.)

A word also about (c)tpovB[iov] in line 21. Manteuffel printed tpovB] |, and suggested that this
may be interpreted as (c)tpotB[1ov]. Wilcken (APF 9 (1930) 97) suggested instead (c)tpovb[od] or
(c)tpovB[iov]. Shortly after the appearance of Wilcken's note there came the corroboration of
Manteuffel’s proposal: P.Mich.Zen. 9.2 (257? BC) has »iov ctpovBetov. In LSJ the latter passage and
Manteuffel’s suggestion are juxtaposed. In conclusion, | suggest that the passage in question is to be
presented as follows:

20 kot 810 10D varhn Crpdipov tod Mhov[ £3 | ¢
voven[( )] Hoavcogiov de1ov Tpovdov] uéyo
Kol coUPISIoV UiKpOv Exm clpokoiC
POVIKOLC.

20 1. vodtov 21 L. vopen-, @dv, ctpotBeiov 22 |. Exov, Cuproxodc 23 . poivikoc
‘[l sent...] and through the sailor Sipharos, ?the son of Plou... ?bride (or: ?daughter-in-law of)
Pansophion abig ostrich egg and a basket containing Syrian pam-dates.’

The same text contains another name otherwise unknown, ®1Aocogioc. The photograph suggests
that in line 29 ®1\ocdprov isamisreading for eiAdcopov; the presumed second iotais part of the loop
of phi, which is elongated and open to the right. The context in which the word occurs is ambiguous (the
reading of the first part of the line is very uncertain, but this will not concern us here); it could be a
personal name, but | would not care to rule out a noun. For the name ®1Adcogoc, attested in a number of
Oxyrhynchite documents from the late third and early fourth century, see P.Oxy. XXXVI 2796.3n., and
P. Pruneti in M. S. Funghi (ed.), OAOI AIZHZIOS: Le vie della ricerca (1996) 399ff.%

SB X1V 11538

This papyrus preserves the beginnings of the first six lines of a Christian letter assigned to the fifth
century; lines 1-4 have been printed as follows:

Kvpig pov Onyoftpt  ---]

év kuplo xolipew [ - - - mawv]-

tokpdropo Bewv [ - - - ]

koBac dméctne | - - -]

The collocation nav]toxpdtwpo Bemv (I. navtokpdropa Bedv) catches the eye: when it occurs
close to the prescript of aletter, it always belongs to aformulaic prayer in which the sender wishes that
the addressee receives the letter in good health, or simply that he/she isin good health; the prayer can
also be directed to 1@ xvpie Oed, 1@/-0v Tavelenuovi/-o Bed/-6v, 11 Belq npovoiq. The use of the
expression is a strong indication that the letter comes from a Christian milieu, cf. Naldini, Il

36 The photograph does not prove the text of the ed. pr. wrong. The iota after sigma has its upper part broken, but I think
that iota is the best reading. Perhaps I ought to add that there is a small hole before sigma that has taken away most of the
right-hand loop of omega, but it does not seem very likely that it took away another letter such as nu.

37 This name may occur in P.Oxy. XXIV 2421.40 kAn(povouor) Catov ®1hocdpov. However, it is not entirely clear
whether we are dealing with a personal name or a noun. The papyrus mentions the heirs of various individuals, and in some
cases the professions of the deceased persons are given. Pruneti, op. cit. 401 favours the idea of the personal name, but her
main argument, the absence of the article, does not rule out the opposite. (But note that in line 19 of the same papyrus, where
the edition has k¥An(povouor) Atfo]v Kmpoctod, kopoctod probably denotes Dios’ profession, and is not his patronymic, cf.
P.Oxy. LXI 4125.7-8, 14-16n.; a further ghost-name can be eliminated!) As we saw above, P.Oxy. XXIV 2421 also attests
the name Cipapoc; this may not be entirely accidental. Note also that the ladies who authored SB I1I 7243 are the senders of
another letter which was unearthed at Oxyrynchus, P.Oxy. XIV 1774 (= Naldini no. 37).
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Crigtianesimo 22f., and G. Tibiletti, Le lettere private 112f., 113 n. 8. Three examples will suffice to see
the epithet in context:38

P.Abinn. 22.2ff.  (342-51) mpo pev n[dv]tev | ebyoue tov mavtokpdto]pa Beov | [8]n[wc] Dyrévovti con petd Tod
Bhcov dmoAdBnc Té map’ Eod ypdupoto.

P.Neph. 10.3ff.  (iv) nponyovpévac edyopot 1@ maviolkpdrtopt Oed mepi thig OhoxAnpiac cov | droc Lyioi-
vovti cot kol edBvpodv | drnodoBein Todtd Hov Té ypdupoto:
BGU I11 948.3ff.  (iv/v) npo pev mévtwv edyolue toV novtoxpdropay Beov T me[pl t]fic Lyioc cov | kol dAokAn-

ploc cov xaiptv.
In the light of these passages we may restore [ebyouon Tov mav |[tokpdropa Oeov [ in our text, perhaps
with npo uév névtwv or the like preceding ebyouor, and Sroc (or va) following Bemv. But there is no
means of being certain about the exact wording of what followed, since the versions of the formula are
numerous, cf. P.Oxy. LVI 3860.2-3n. and L1X 4000.3-4n.3% At any rate, the greeting ended with line 3;
the informative part of the letter begins with koBaoc drécine (line 4), asin, e.g., P.Oxy. LVI 3859.4 (iv)
(cf. aso the note ad loc.).40

SB XVI 12245

This is a third-century letter dealing with agricultural matters. The sender, whose name is Demetrius,
communicates to a certain Chariton various orders. According to the edition thisis what he saysin lines
10-18:
Ao | thy Tuny 100 x6pbov | mapd EdAoylov kai éav | eidfic 011 évi mepicca | mdAncov dc
déxa dpovpoc | kabmc ¢ evettdauny cot. | Bedm N xomny oc dékfa] | dpodpac. udAic yop
o0t | dpréct NUEly.

The editor translates ‘Kassiere den Preis des Heus von Eulogios und, wenn Du weil3t, dal3 sie fir
eine Person zuvid sind, verkaufe ungefahr zehn Aruren, wie ich Dir aufgetragen habe. |ch winsche zur
Abmahung ungefahr zehn Aruren zu haben, weil die kaum fir uns ausreichen’ (Aegyptus 61 (1981) 81).
This makes tolerable sense, but there are some difficulties. First in line 13 the writer apparently did not
intend &vi, but &vt, for which see Mandilaras, The Verb § 106, and Gignac, Grammar ii 401f..41 Then
xoBoc 8¢ évettdduny cot should start a new period; the presence of 3¢ leaves no room for doubt. Oneis
thus compelled to punctuate (and accentuate) differently:

Aofe thy Tipmv 100 x6pBov mapa EvAoylov kal, £av eidnc (= idnc) 6t évit mepiecd, mdAncov
dc Séxa apovpoc. kobac 8¢ évetthauny cot, DA kTA.

‘Take the price of the hay from Eulogios, and, if you see that there is a surplus, sell about ten
arouras (of hay). As| instructed you, | want etc.’.

SB XVIII 13110

Thisis afragmentary fourth/fifth-century letter. The beginnings of lines 14-15 are broken off; the first
editor did not suggest any supplements, but the run of the text seems to permit an hypothetical

38 Cf. also P.Haun 1l 25.4ff. (iv), and P.Batav. 21.3ff. (v) (the latter cited above, p. 141).

39 Considerations of space may suggest the following text for lines 1-3, which should be taken as an exempli gratia
reconstruction only:
Kvpig pov Onyoltpi tfi 8eivi 0 deiva |
év Kupio yaipew. [rpod pév névtov ebyopon tov Tov-]
toxpdrmpa Beov [rwc dAoxkAnpodcdy ce dmoldPo.]
For the supplement in line 3 | rely on SB XI1 10841.2ff. (iv) npo pev [r]dvtov ebyopot m(v) | GAoxkAnpioy cov mopd
10 wo(piw) B(e)® Snoc dAoxANpod(vd) | ce dnoAdPw; aternatively, we may supplement [8rwoc 6AdkAnpdy ce dmordPo],
cf. P.Oxy. XIV 1773.4f. (iii). But at this date we would expect a statement about the receiving of letters; this, however, does
not seem to fit into the available space.

40 ine 5 has Aeco _ce wtove opl; read perhaps -ka]Aécaic ce Sii tovc op].
41 This confirms that the papyrus has nepiccé at the end of the line. (The editor noted that ‘ auch unter den Mikroskop
|&t sich nicht entscheiden, ob die Bindung am Ende des Wortes nicht o ist.”)
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restoration of what has been lost. | communicated my tentative conjectures to Prof. T. Gagos of the
University of Michigan, where the papyrus is housed. Prof. Gagos kindly examined the original for me,
and made some new readings, which necessitate a reprint of lines 9-15. This is presented below,
accompanied by atrandation and minima commentary:

0éAncov 8¢ T coppdy(w),

10  mopocyelv Tov [kai] Eru (?) dicty
gva yphcvov 15 [méuya]t Oeodmp(@).
Do1BGupmwvt

‘Please provide the one gold solidus to Phoibammon, the symmachos, and also send word to
Theodoros'.

9  &¢. Thisword was not transcribed in the ed. pr.

10 ypdcawvov: xpuciov ed. pr.

13 coppdy(®): coppcye ed. pr. This symmachos isincluded in A. Jérdens' suppementary list in ZPE 92 (1992) 230. So
far as| am aware heis not known from any other source.

14 [xoi] év ([ ]y edcw ed. pr., which had originally made me think of [xai t]iv @dcv. [rpoc]étt would do as
well for sense, but | have not found an exact parallel.

15 [répyo]u [ ] ed. pr. Numerous parallels suggest that [rméuya]uis very likely to be the verb that governspécuy.

Prof. Gagos tells me that the surviving trace is compatible with iota.
Oe0dwp(®): Ocodwp() ed. pr.

SB XVII1 13114

This papyrus bears the upper right-hand part of a letter which the editor assigned to the fifth century.
Although the subject-matter is impossible to recover, some improvements of the published text are
possible. First, in the prescript, which has been presented as follows:
] dc TmwtaTe
] Eddyyehoc
Thetwo words in line 1 are never so juxtaposed in similar contexts. Numerous parallels show that
the passsage should be restored as oc dAnB]dc Tyiotdtm;42 for this type of intensification in fifth-
century letters see R. Camps, Stud. Pap. 2 (1963) 55f. Regrettably, there can be no certainty about what
preceded.*3
Some more minor changes may be suggested. In line 4 in place of ]tnc pov 6 yeodyoc supplement 6
decmd]tne pov 6 yeovyoc (t]® decmdtn pov in line 10 may not be irrelevant); cf. P.Oxy. XLVIII
3400.25, 35 (359-65), P.Princ. 11 104.1f. (v), PSI VII 843.1 (v/vi), P.Vind.Worp 23.2 (vi/vii), P.Wash. |1
105.5 (vi/vii), and particularly P.Prag. 11 193.3f. (v) toVto yép pot mpocétatev ypdyor cot 6 decrdtnc
uov | 6 yeodyoc. Inline 6 én]i should perhaps be preferred to the printed kali; én]i moAd moponéumty
looks attractive enough.#4

42 Cf. P.Haun. 1l 25.2ff. (iv), SB X1V 11882.1 (iv/v), P.Oxy. LVI 3864.2f. (v) (al three have éoc dAnBdc ko mévto
(pov) Tyuwtate), P.Laur. IV 191.1 (v) (cf. BL VIII 168), P.Prag. I 194.1f. (v) (see ‘ Notes on two epistolary conventions' on
p. 151), P.Ross.Georg. V 8.2 (v) (cf. BL 111 158), CPR V 23.1 (v?), P.Oxy. XVI 1873.1 (v), SB V 7635.1 (v/vi), P.land. VI
102.1f., 129.1 (both vi), and possibly SB XV1 12573v.6 (vi). In P.Oxy. L1X 4004.1, 24 (v) &c is omitted.

43 Line 5 might provide a clue. There the editor restored a8elo]étnto; the supplement is not certain; Bowpoct]étto
or even tiut]otna, as Prof. Gagos reminded me, are also possible. But if it isright, it offers agood hint that the addressee of
this letter was styled as 68eAgdc. If thisis so, and bearing in mind the overwhelming presence of decrdtnc in the prescripts
of letters of that time (see I. Sufiol, Sud. Pap. 4 (1965) 39ff. — but & xvpie pov is possible too), one may venture the
following hypothetical reconstruction of the prescript of our letter:

0 decndtn pov e dAnb]dc TimwTtdte
Gdeh@d Td deivt ] Eddryyehoc.

44 Also in line 9 Jroc pov yép eic may be compared to P.Oxy. XLVI 3314.8 (iv) uéAlovtdc pov yap ctpopiivor eic

ailo uépoc (but of course there are various possibilities for restoring Jtoc).
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The papyrus preserves the right-hand part of a letter written some time in the sixth or seventh century.
Its closing line (11) was printed thus:
[- - - AaPov v érictoAny ta]vOTny THc Opoc kotagincov ypdyor pov, décrotor

The restoration is problematic: it would be unusual to find the expression Aafov v énictoAqyv in a
letter of this date; instead, we would expect something like de&dpevoc o ypappoato vel sim.4s
Furthermore, the syntactic position of tfic @poc is unclear; taken alone, thic dpa.c would make no sense
in this context (this rules out restoring v £rictoAny to]utny). But tiic @poc provides a good clue to
lead us out of the impasse. The collocation avtiic dpoc ‘immediately’ (for the expression cf. G. M.
Paréssoglou, ‘EAAnvikd 29 (1976) 59) occurs before imperatives or other imperatival phrases in many
private letters. Once we find the definite article added before @poc (without any semantic change):
P.Abinn. 8.13f. (342-351) (va ---) adtiic thic dpac anolddenc odtovc.6 In our passage o]vtijc instead
of toJutnv would remove the anomaly; | submitted my conjecture to Professor Gagos (the papyrus
belongs to the collection of the University of Michigan), who kindly confirmed that in line 11 the
papyrus reads:

[- - - a]Otiic Thc Bpoc kata&lmcov ypdyal pov, décrota. T
‘Please do write to me immediately, my lord’.

Wolfson College, Oxford Nikolaos Gonis

45 For similar constructions see my ‘Notes on some private letters, Istituto Papirologico 'G. Vitelli': Comunicazioni 2
(1997) (forthcoming).
46 Thisis the latest example of the collocation. Other |ate texts offer the semantically equivalent ko’ odtiv Thy dpov:

P.Oxy. LVI 3861.22 (iv/v), XVI 1871.2 (v), SPP X 254.2 (vi), P.Oxy. XVI 1844.1, 1852.3, LVI 3873.2, SB Il 7036.3f. (al
vilvii), P.Lond. IV 1346.12f., 1348.6, 1370.7 (all three date from 710); for the expression see T. Gagos, ZPE 79 (1989) 275.



