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NoTEs oN Two EpisToLARY CONVENTIONS®

(1.) Some more phantom @iAtotot

‘Though ¢iloc often indicates merely a close relationship (whether of blood or other kind), in
eiAtatoc the emotional connotation is unmistakable’ wrote E. Fraenkel in his commentary on Aesch.
Agamemnon 329.1 Fraenkel’s statement holds generally true for Greek literature of the Classical age.
But in papyrus letters from Roman Egypt the contexts and patterns of use of ¢iAtatoc are markedly
different: ‘als Epitheton des Briefstils ist ¢iAtatoc nicht gefiihlsbetont, sondern sachlich’ writes H.
Koskenniemi in his Zur Ideen und Phraseologie des griechischen Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. (1956) 99.
Koskenniemi offers a comprehensive treatment of giAtotoc on pages 97-100 of his book,2 and perhaps
his most important conclusion is that the adjective does not indicate a family or other close relationship,
but ordinarily occurs in business or official correspondence. In a recent paper3 | tried to show that the
syntactic behaviour of the adjective also seems to conform to certain patterrns. when it occurs in the
prescript of aletter of the first three centuries of Roman rule in Egypt, the prescript is always in the
form 0 detva t® detvi 1@ ehtatw. It never precedes the name of the recipient or aterm indicating a
relationship. Exceptions are extremely few, and occur in different contexts. In most cases these are the
addresses (written on the back) of some late |etters; but this deserves a specia note.

The addresses of papyrus letters display a noticeable feature of the use of the adjective and its
changes across the centuries. A number of letters from the first century (or slightly later) bear addresses
of the general type 1@ deivi t® grAtare, with drnddoc occasionaly preceding. (POxy X 1292v.17 (c.
30) ot prAtdton Icyvpart apparently atests an exceptional word order, but this is probably accidental.
Note that the address is in two sections divided by the binding.5) This type of address seems to vanish
after the first century (or thereabouts), but in the fifth century the adjective reappears in addresses,
although the usage is different. | know of three such examples. In one case the adjective immediately
precedes a personal name: POxy X 1300v. 11 (V) andd(oc) to (I. 1)) euArdtn) Mapie. In two other
instances we find constructions of the type t(®) (various epithets) eiA(tat®) adero(®) T deivi: POXy
VIII 1165v.14 (VI), VI 942v.6 (VI/VII). It |sremarkablethat in these examples the rules that were in
force in the earlier period became much less strict: the adjective comes before a personal name or aterm
indicating relation (I consider the case POxy X 1292v.17 as of no consequence). This impression may
be strengthened by the recently published POxy LXI11 4365.1f. (IV) tfj xvplg pov @rAtartn adellof v
k(vpl)®, where we find a construction that would have seemed intolerable in earlier times. It cannot be
said with certainty whether this more relaxed attitude relates to the infrequent use of the adjective from
the fourth century onwards (cf. Koskenniemi, op. cit. 97). We still lack an example of the adjective
immediately preceding a personal name in a prescript. Nevertheless, one cannot entirely rule out the

* | am grateful to Dr C. V. Crowther and Dr D. D. Obbink for some very helpful remarks on an earlier draft of this
paper. My thanks are also due to Prof. T. Gagos and Prof. H. Harrauer for checks of papyri at Ann Arbor and Vienna.

1 On the significance of the adjective in (Classical) Greek literature see M. Landfester, Das griechische Nomen »philos«
und seine Ableitungen (Spudasmata 11) (1966) 75ff.

2 Cf. also G. Tibiletti, Le lettere private nei papiri greci del 111 e IV secolo d.C. (1979) 43f. The terms ¢ilot and
eiAtator have been discussed also by C. Spicq, Mnemosyne s. 1V 8 (1955) 27f. and Notes de lexicographie néo-
testamentaireii 936ff., who, however, fails to notice their semantic development and their significance in the papyri.

3PSl 1437 and its ghost proskynema’, Istituto Papirologico 'G. Vitelli': Comunicazioni 2 (1997) (forthcoming).

4 POxy X 1292v.17 (c. 30), PRyl |1 230v.14 (40), POslo 11l 149v.6 (61), BGU | 248v, BGU Il 531v (both c. 75-76),
BGU 111 884v (c. 76) (the edition has 'Ar[oAlwvim]t piAtdtmt, but "An[oAloviot td]t idtdrot is more likely), PHerm
1v.11, PMichael 15v.11, POxy XLII 3070v.10 (al 1), SB XII 11021v.18, POslo Il 49v (both I/11), Pland VI 111.32 (c. 200
ed., but one should probably reckon with an earlier date).

5 Despite the generous provision of dots, it @AtdTol seems to be what the papyrus had, as | was able to see on the
original (kept in the Cambridge University Library).
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possibility that some day a papyrus will be published which attests a personal name preceded by t@»
oultate. In some third- and fourth-century texts® piltatoc is attributive. And correspondence pre-
served in late antique non-documentary sources displays markedly different patterns of usage, close to
those of classical times.” Perhaps the appearance of the sequence 1@ ¢iAtdt® t@® deivy, Or a clear
‘gefuhlsbetont’ use of the epithet in a papyrusis only a matter of time. But it has not yet appeared.

Knowledge of the patterns of usage of the epithet, syntactic, as well as pragmatic, may be useful
when restoring the text of fragmentary papyri. In the light of his research Koskenniemi pointed out the
impossibility of the supplemented giAt]dt[n pov untpliin BGU 111 814.1 (p. 98 n. 1 =BL IV 5), where
he proposed yAvkvt]dt[n, and of 1® eihtdte] maltpt pulo(v) in PGissUniv 111 30.1 (p. 98 n. 2=BL IV
34). Twenty-five years later Farid showed that in POxy X1V 1680.2 yAvk¥]tate ndtep was to be pre-
ferred to oiA]tate ndrep of the ed. pr. (Anagennesis 1 (1981) 15ff. = BL VIII 248). In the paper men-
tioned above | advanced arguments against retaining t® @wAtat]o &de[A]o[®] in the prescript of BGU |
27, where | suggested restoring 1@ yAvkvtdr]e ade[Alo[®],2 and [1d e1dtdro | 6del]od in PSI XIV
1437.1. A few more cases where the adjective is the result of editorial intervention, but where various
considerations militate against its presence in the text, will be treated below. In the course of the
discussion some further remarks on the use of the adjective will be made.®

The first such case which will concern us here appears in SB XVI 12594, a letter of the third
century. Its beginning has been edited thus:

Tyvatic "Anolvopeie kot "AMG upov[1 gidtdl-
To1{c) Kupelotc TAelcta yolpy. w[po nev]
TOVTOV KTA.

The sequence [p1htd]tor(c) xvpeloic is odd Greek; this renders the restoration implausible. Instead,
assuming a blank space at the end of line 1 and reading to1{c) kvpetoic would remove the singularity
and produce a smooth text. The editor apparently opted for restoring [@1Até]tor(c) in order to fill the
available space in line 9. But this is not necessary: the first and second lines of letter prescripts do not
aways reach the edge of the papyrus, and (short) blank spaces at both the beginning and the end of the
lines are fairly common.10

Another prescript that bears a phantom eiAtatoc is that of PMil 11 77, a third-century letter. As

edited the prescript runs as follows:
xoipoi[c pidtote Teu]dparyde [r]apd Tadwlpov.

The restoration eiitate “Tcp]dpoyde would have been blameless if it had occurred in the final
greeting, asin e.g. PHarr | 105.14f. (1) €ppwco, eiltate | ’Anollmvie. But the vocative gpiltate has
not been found in the prescript of any other letter. A different supplement is thus to be sought; it is
probable that thisis k0p1€ pov. Compare the following texts:

6 Cf. POxy XLVII 3366.2.22 (253-60) tov ¢iitot[ov, POxy IX 1218.10 (I11) tov ¢iltotov PodAlova, PRainCent
73.12 (111-1V) "Apxadrov tov gidtatov, SB 111 7243 (= VIII 9746).25 (early 1V) 1ov ¢idtatov @ofovpivov, PGissUniv 111
32.20f. (INN1V) mv T g[tJAténv ‘Epuidvnyv. Cf. aso PSI VII 836v.15-6 (V1) gthtdre | "Agodrt.

7 For example cf. Basilius, Epist. 277.1.17 ¢iAtote noidwv, Greg. Naz., De vita sua 502 motfp ce AMcced’, vidov @
ol\tore, Orat. 7.21.7.4f. & gidtote Gdehodv €pot, Syn., Epist. 134.3 @ ¢iltorte etaipwy .

8 Another possibility would be [t tyuetdr]e, but the context makesit less likely (for the epithet see K oskenniemi, op.
cit. 100-3).

9 The electronic version (DDBDP) of OStras 792.2, a letter from the early years of Roman rule in Egypt, presents the
prescript as "Endvuyog “Qpot [t pidtd]ltmt ddehoidn [xaipew.]. The ed. pr. has Endvuyog “Qpot [ | tddr ddedpdn [yoi-
pew.]. The supplement, which, as far as | know, has not appeared in print anywhere, is plainly wrong. Incidentally, in CPR
VII 14.7 (305) one should supply the definite article before id]tdroic, and read Bifitogdrolv Eykticemv 100 avtod
vouod tolc piA]térolc xoipetv.

10| am grateful to Prof. Traianos Gagos who kindly checked the original (at Ann Arbor) at my request, and discussed
the passage with me.
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POxy VI 933.1ff. (D) xoipotc, kK0pié pov | 'Anolvépie, mapd | Atoyévoug gidov.
PSI IX 1049.1ff. (2607?) xoiipotc kvp[ig] pov | “Aprode I n(opd) ‘Hpwvelvov.
SB XIV 12107.1 an) [xaiplotc kOp1€ pov Owv m(apdr) Xopiuovog.

It may be that the editor settled on ¢iAtate on the basis of the address, which reads "Tccpuopdydo
n(opa) Tadmpov eidov Tcpaparydov. But thisis not conclusive; in this respect, POxy VI 933, cited
above, isvery instructive. (See now also D. Martinez, PMich XVIII p. 275.)

The vocative ptAdtorte is also restored in PMert | 28, a letter assigned to the later third century (but

the plate indicates that a somewhat earlier date should be preferred). Lines 21-22 are printed as follows:
[Eppoc]Bai ce ebyopo, Gdehpe
[pi]Atote, ued dv Bodin.

[e1]Atate isimpossible on three counts. First, we would normally expect lines 21 and 22 to align;
but [ei]Atore breaches the alignment (the closing formula valedicendi is indented). Second, the plate
indicates that the trace visible after the break, the top of an oblique rising from left to right, cannot be
reconciled with lambda. Third, in no other private |etter from the first three centuries of Roman rulein
Egypt does piltoroc qualify adelooc. | would thus propose supplementing [yAvik]otore, which suits
both space and trace, and is also contextually more appropriate than [¢{]Atote.!t (I should note that
[twui]tare does not suit the trace.) The adjective is commonly used among relatives, cf. Koskenniemi,
op. cit. 103, and this may be the case here too; for other yAvkvtator ddeApot cf. e.g. PMich XV 752.4f.
(1), PSI VI 943.2 (117), PMert 11 85.29f. (111), POxy XII 1494.9f. (1V). From our letter there emerges a
close relationship between sender and recipient; the text consists entirely of the usual affectionate
commonplaces, with greetings to al in the family: dcrndCo[uan] | "Appovay tov totépa pov kot | t[nv]
untépav pov kol v ad[eMonv] kol tovc év otk navtec k[ai] | tlovc] pidovc (lines 13-7).22 | would
therefore suggest that the text is to be presented thus:

[éppdc]Bail ce ebyopou, Gdehpe
[yAvkldtarte, ued” v Bodin.
‘| wish that you are well, my sweetest brother, along with whom you may wish’.

Another problematic restoration occurs in SB X1V 11900, a second-century letter addressed to a
certain Herakleides, whom the sender addresses in affectionate terms. he calls him ‘father’ three times,
and repeatedly expresses how greatly he and others at home, perhaps his brother and sister, miss him.13
In the edition lines 6-7 appear as follows:

[év Blo. Bavudlouelv nidc ovdeuiav Nuelv, ¢[iAtate],
[Erepyoc E]mictodny.

There are two difficulties. First, o[iAtote] seems to be at odds with the overall familiar tone of the
letter; the writer may not be Herakleides' father, but the two individuals appear to be on close terms. We
often find this vocative in official and, occasionally, in business correspondence, but never in a letter
such as this. Naturally, there are a few exceptions to the general rule that ¢iAtatoc is ‘nicht
gefuhlsbetont’, cf. Koskenniemi, op. cit. 99, and one might think that this is a one of them. But the
second difficulty isimpossible to circumvent: the supplement in line 7 is too short for the space, as may
be seen from the plate in the ed. pr. (pl. 35: note that the left-hand edge of the piece is more or less
straight at this point); the lacuna must have carried away up to twelve letters, but the supplement is only
eight letters long. All this make ¢[iAtate] unviable. (It should be noted that the supplement for the

11 There are very few examples of Tidtote 68ehpe: BGU X1 2129.25f, (1), PBrem 22.14 (11), PCairPreis 48.10 (I1),
POxy LIX 4004.20 (V), BGU Il 950.9 (Byz.).

12 papAgon 7.17 and SPP V 123.9 (both 264-68), which have éppdcBot dudic edyouar, pidtotol ddelgot, are official
letters. PBerlMéller 9 (AD 45), whose prescript presents the unusual sequence Covyiov "AtoAloviet tdt dde(Apdt)
@uAtdTon, isabusiness letter.

B3 Thisis of course atopos, cf. Tibiletti, op. cit. 92f., and might be devoid of any rea sentiment, but in principle it might
not be right to apply a blanket scepticism over the sender’ strue feelingsin all instances.
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beginning of line 6 adopted in the ed. pr. is extremely uncertain — | discuss this elsewhere. At any rate, it
does not affect the argument here.) A different supplement is to be sought; | would propose the
following text:
[ £3 Bovpalope]v ndc 00depioy huely e[dcv]
[Erepyoc 000E €]mictoAny.
‘We are surprised that you didn’t send us any word nor even aletter.’
For the proposed restoration, which is in harmony with space requirements, | have found two

paralels:
PMichael 16.7f. (H-1t) ovte edctv ot olte micltolny éypayaté pot
PPhil 35.14ff. ()} Kol 0008 émictoAy | Lot énépuyate 008E 00depiav | pdcty

A further case where the vocative of the adjective is supplemented but should probably be abandon-
ed is POxy VI 963. The text is aletter from the second/third century, and is addressed by one woman to
another. The passage where the dubious restoration occurs has been edited as follows:

x6prv 8¢ cot oida, pfitep, &mi 1 crovdiy Tod kaBedpapiov - Exopcduny yép ad1d. 0dk dAASTPLO[V
yop] toD HBovc morele, piA[tdan pfitep, clrovddlovca...

A photograph of the original (itself now in the Toledo Museum of Art) suggests that the available
space is short for this supplement: only six to seven letters seem to have been lost between ¢iA[ and
cJrovddlovco. One possibility would be giA[tdtn, érnic]rovdalovca; POxy XVII 2113.19f. (316)
crovdacov | toivuv, pidtate could be adduced in support, but there, unlike our letter, the context is
official. Note also that the adjective is extremely rarely used for women, as Koskenniemi, op. cit. 98 has
shown.2# | am inclined to think of an adverb beginning with ¢1A- which would qualify c]rovdaovca,
but published papyri do not offer any particularly strong candidate. Only ¢iAotiuwc would suit the
space (prhavBpodnmc istoo long); it can be paralleled only by BGU VIII 1770.8f. (64/3 BC) ¢ilotipwmc
drakeipevoc eic mav 16 cot | xphcipov --- [écmovdacal.?> Faut de mieux, | would suggest printing @iA[-
6-7 c]rovdaovco.

As we saw, the prescript of POxy LXI11 4365 tfj xvplg pov udtatn adelloij is a case apart. The
adjective probably does not occur in PPrag 1l 194.2, a fifth-century letter: as edited, its prescript runs
[t® dlecndtn pov dc aAnbdc | [e1d]tdre ddeded Movipe. Although the collocation Gc aAnbdc
phtate seemingly receives support from CPR V 23v.17 (V?) (on which see below), [¢1A] is too short
for the space; note also that in the CPR V 23 the adjective occurs in the address. Instead, | propose
restoring [t 8]ecndt pov dc aAnbadc | [tum]tére kT, arelatively common type of address,'6 which
also suits the space better.1’

The CPR passage cited above calls for a further note. The address (line 17) reads 1@ decrdtn pov d¢
ainboc piitéte [ | (vac?) [. The prescript of this letter runs 1@ decrnotn pov ¢ aAndic
ToTato 6deded | T'epovtie "HAlg Kthcunroc y(aipewv). The editor notes that ‘after gid]tdte one
expects I'epovtio (cf. 2), which seems too long for the gap’. But the adjective has not hitherto been
attested immediately before a personal name in a prescript or address; instead we can easily supply
adelod in the six-lettered lacuna, which at least makes the sequence less exceptional .

14 The expression v cot piAtdny covevvoy in BGU IV 1080.23 (111?) probably has its origin in the writer’' s effort to
compose high-flown classical Greek (but his orthography and syntax sometimes let him down).

15 For the meaning of the word gihotiuio see G. R. Horsley, New Docs 2 (1982) 87f. More than one text attests to the
association of crovdn and gidic: PTebt Il 314.8ff. (I1) tfic...tdv ¢idwv crovdfic; POxy XLII 3086.6f. (I11/1V) ai crovdai
v | plAwv; PFay 135.8ff. (IV) énlcnoddacov minpdco | vofy priio Sromivy pet’ dAAMAwY.

16 For this see my note on SB X V111 13114 in ‘ Remarks on private letters’ on p. 146.

17 As may be seen on the published plate (Tav. L111), the break in line 1 has taken away four and a half letters (of the
dotted & in 8]ecmoty only its top, elongated to the right, survives); the supplement | propose has five and a half letters lot,
but two of them are iotas.
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The sequence 10 [l ]tate Nikavdpo in PBerlSarisch 12.2 (1V/V), an order to supply couched in
the form of a private letter, seemingly contradicts the statement that the adjective does not occur prior to
personal names in prescripts (see above). On closer scrutiny, however, the passage turns out to offer a
different reading. The published photograph is not very clear at this point, but hardly supports the
printed text. My suspicion that the papyrus has 1@ tipiotdte Nuavdpe has been confirmed by Dr W.
A. Brashear, who kindly checked the original at my request and informed me that one should read t@®
TywtdTe;!e for this (late) use of 1@ Tywietdte in business contexts compare PCharite 38.2 (300-50),
POxy X 1337.1, XX 2268.5, SB X IV 11330.1 (all three V), PPrinc I 105.1 (V1), etc.

| close this series with a note on BGU |11 984, a letter from the late fourth century. The text was
reprinted as no. 55 in M. Naldini, Il Cristianesimo in Egitto; there lines 25-6 read (rpocoyopedm ---)
ko] mavtoc tove Muoc dyomovvtac | [erdtd]tovc (?) eidlovc. The restoration [g1Atd]tovc (recorded in
BL VI 14), proposed without much confidence, should be rejected; not only does it create an odd
sequence, which hardly is Greek, but also it is not justified by the epithet’ s usage. The text of the ed. pr.,
[te ka1] ToVC eldiovc, athough not secure, istolerable, especially when compared to PStras VI 765.9f.
(i) dic]macon kot “EAévny --- ko ‘Eppul[ ? md]vtec tovc idiovc (beforend]vtec probably supply ko).

(2.) Kissing feet and footsteps: some (more) examples

The recently published PBod | 63 is afragmentary letter from the ‘late Byzantine’ period (probably
sixth/seventh century). It contains two instances of a late antique epistolographic topos, the kissing of
the feet of correspondents; for literature on the issue see POxy L1X 4006.7n., and PBerl Sarisch pp. 136-
7 with nn. 9-12. Thefirst occursin line 2: the editor read tobc] nédowc tiic bpet[époc ], and noted:
‘Restore at theend of |. 1 e.g. tpockuv®’. The other, in line 10, was not recognised; the edition has:

on[ ][  tlovctipifovc
But study of the published photograph (pl. 41) results in a different reading; what the scribe must have
written is

acra]C[opan Tlove Tipifove modoc.
There are parallelsto this expression; | cite three:

PRossGeorg I11 13.10f. (V1) [ove t]wiovc | motac t[o]D Se[cn]ot[ov] wlov] kar[a]crd[Clopon
POxy XVI 1855.17 VIVID dendCopon tfov]c Tiniove adthc mddoc
POxy XVI 1861.2f. VIV tovc Tiove mHdoc Thc buetépoc Ev86Eov petd Bedv mpoctacioc | dcralduevoc

After the supplemented n6da.c we expect a genitive denoting the person whose feet are kissed to
have followed. This may be tfic buetépoc decroteioc,® which it isjust possible to read in the traces of
line 2: space and trace allow dec]mot[eioc, that is

ToVC Tiiovc (?)] modaic thc buet[€pac declmot[eloc (?)
This could have been governed by dcrnéopoat, but in theory one cannot exclude npockuv®d, @1A®,
KOTOUPIA®, O korTocmd.Lopot. ’

Like the previous letter, PBod | 64 (‘late Byzantine' ed.; judging from the hand | would placeit in
the sixth century) attests another example of the same topos, but this has remained unnoticed in the
edition. The last surviving words of the letter (line 9) have been transcribed as

acrdlopo kol TPockLV® Kol [
In the apparafus criticus the editor noted that a diaeresis is placed above the iota of xat. But the
published photograph (pl. 41) shows that the papyrus has

acmdopon kol mpockvv®d tar Tx[vn (ixvn pap.?0)

18 |n his review of the volume, due to appear in BZ, Dr A. Papathomas independently reaches the same conclusion.
19 For other possibilities see A. Papathomas, ZPE 104 (1994) 295 n. 14.
20 |t is noticeable that in most cases the word is written with a diaeresis.
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A genitive should have followed, perhaps tiic buetépoc decrnotetac, which occurs in line 6; compare
PStras VI 679.1f. (end of VI) moAla dcrdlouan kol mpockvvad to: | eddoyipévor Txvn thic bueté[ploc
aywo[cJovnc. The expression has numerous parallels, usualy in the order mpockuvd Kol dcmdCopot o
Tyvn:2L PANt | 45.1fF. (V1), PHaun 11 31.1 (VI/VIT), POxy LIX 4006.7 (VI/VII), SB VI 9398.6 (VINVII);
sometimes we encounter tpockuvdv kol dcrolouevoc: PAnt 11 95.15f. (VI), PFouad 89.2 (VI), PGot
29.1 (VI/VIN), PGrenf 11 91.1 (VI/VII).

In one of the occurrences of the topos the wording of the context is peculiar. The topos appears at
the beginning of PAnNt | 45, a short note addressed to a pronoetes by a notarius some time in the sixth
century (lines 1-2):

PO UEV TAVTOV OUUO TPOCKLV® Kol dcraopont | Tor Txvn cov.

Supo is hard to explain; at the very least the editor’ s trandlation ‘first of all | make obeisance to your
countenance and salute you' is fanciful. A check of the original (kept in the Papyrology Rooms at the
Ashmolean Museum, Oxford) eliminates all difficulty. The papyrus has:

PO UEV TAVTOV TOAAG TpockLV® kol dertdlopon | To Upvn cov.

‘Before dl | repeatedly worship and salute your footsteps' .22

This topos may be present also in PSI VII 800, a sixth-century petition, apparently to a dux. In the

edition line 3 runs as follows:
oltd to tipa {vn tdv moddv thc buetépac EvodEov prlavBponioc kol

The editorial restoration k[a is by no means binding—in fact the papyrus has ko[, as | was able to
see on the original (kept in the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana at Florence). We need a verb to govern
xvn.23 One might expect a verb meaning ‘kiss'. But the only such verbs beginning with xa-, kotocrd-
Couat and xatapiA®, have never occurred in the same context as Tyvn. katocralopot governs todoc
in PRossGeorg |11 13.11 and PApoll 42.9f. (703-15); the same applies to katogiA®, as shown by
Papathomas, loc. cit. 293. However, in theory PSI V11 800.3 could provide afirst such instance. Another
possibility isthat the writer intended something on the lines of ‘having taken recourse to your footsteps
| ask that...";24in the light of PCairMasp | 67091.19ff. (528) €rowumc [y]dp eiut kotodaPely | to Txvn
Thic avtdv eEovcioc | mepl Thic aitioc one might consider restoring exempli gratia xo[todafov; this
would well suit the character of our text.2

A further instance of the topos may be suspected in PLond V 1739r, which comes from the seventh
or eighth century. Line 2 (the last of the letter) reads Jepov ta tipio {xvn 100 BeopuAdktov po(v)
d[ecmotov. It is likely that a verb such as acrnalopar or mpockvvd or both verbs (for this cf.
Papathomas, ibid.) followed. It should be noted that the verb normally precedes; but cf. POxy XVI
1875.15 (VI/VII) moAde to {xvn vudv mpockuv®.26 Another possible occurrence is provided by
ClllumPap | 31 (= SB XX 14495), asixth/seventh-century text. Line 1 is printed as |to elyvn tfic evo
_&_[; asthe editor noted * Man kann sich vorstellen, da3 man im Anfangsbereich eines Briefes steht’. This

21 SB XVI 12815.1-2 (570-73) as edited runs dcrndlopar kol mpoc]lkovd thy duetépav [; but the supplemented
derdCopon kot is by no means secure, and should be regarded as exempli gratia only. Compare POxy XV| 1829.22f. (577-
79?) moAh& mpockuv®d Thy Luetépav | €Eovciay.

22 For moALG see POxy XVI 1875.15 and PHaun Il 31.1, both cited below. The examination of the original further
revealed that in line 4 the papyrus does not have ypdwov pot, &d(elé), Thy kotdctactv | cov, but ypdwyov pot 8¢ v
xotéetactv | cov; for the postponed 8¢ see J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles? 185ff. and E. Mayser, Grammatik 11.3 125.

23 There is no connection between aitd and xvn; aitd goes with #vdoEov uéy[ebo]c uh nap1deiv from line 4 (before
#vdoEov uéy[ebo]c perhaps supplement 10 buétepov).

24 The same idea occurs also in other sixth-century petitions; cf. e.g. PLond V 1676.54f. (566-73) mpdceiut toic
evxAeéar budv fyvect kuAvdo[d]u[evoc] | kabiketedwv Ty drepeui Ludv ehavBponioy kTA.

25 For the significance of xotalapPéve here cf. F. Preisigke, WB sv. 2 ‘ seine Zuflucht wohin nehmer’.
26 | am not clear asto how Jepov should be restored; | have thought of mpdt]epov, but cannot parallél it.
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is very probable, as a good number of letters which start with a version of the topos show,2” and
acndCopon or mpockuvd vel sim. may well have preceded in the lacuna at the start of the line (for Jto
read | ta). What isprinted asevo ¢ [ should correspond to a feminine abstract noun, but what can be
read with certainty is not partlcularly suggestlve (see the note ad loc.). According to Professor Harrauer,
who kindly examined the papyrus for me, there is nothing different from what is printed in the edition.

In the course of reviewing the texts attesting the topos, there appeared a way of supplementing the
beginning of line 1 of PHaun II 31, a sixth/seventh-century letter. The papyrus as edited has JAnc moAAc
mpockuvd kol dendCopan to {y[vn. The editor tentatively suggested npo tfic ]Anc, on the analogy of
other occurrences of the topos introduced by npo pev mévtov. But npo tiic 6]Anc would be an unicum,
whereas comparabl e passages are not lacki ng (see aso n. 30 below):

PCairMasp | 67076.1  (VI) S0 mc na]podenc érictodfic ypdom npocm)vmv OV suov decrotnv

PGot 29.1 VIV S0 tnc 87\,(1)(16‘(01) LoV €mLCTOARC Ypapem Tpockuvadv kot dcrofoufevoc to ti]uo
van 00 Beo[28

POxy XVI 1860.1 VIV gv uév mpootpiotc The EmictoAfic mAelcto mpockvvd kol dcmdlopont T[hv] | bueté-

pav mepifAentov ddeAedTnTOL
On the basis of the above and the published photograph (PI. X1V) | suggest reading énic]t[o]Aficin
place of JAnc; what preceded it cannot be reconstructed verbatim (a prepositional constructi on governed
by d1é isvery likely), but theideais clear.2®

Wolfson College, Oxford Nikolaos Gonis

27 PANt | 45, PFouad 89, PStras VII 679 (al V1), PGot 29, PGrenf |1 91, PHaun |1 31, POxy LIX 4008 (al VI/VII),
PNess 53 (608), 148 (VI1).

28 Perhaps 1Y Beo[hAokTov pov dvtiyeotyov, suggested by H. I. Bell, CR43 (1929) 237 (= BL 11.2 70).

29 It is not certain whether PNess 148.1 (V1) attests the topos. The editor printed 1& 1év éAayictov pov ypapdtov
YpG&eo Tpockv[vav to {yvie; Papathomas, loc. cit. 294f. pointed out that yvio isimpossible (the word in this form is absent
from the existing documentary evidence) and discussed possible supplements on the assumption that the letter contained a
reference to feet-kissing. But although the topos would not be at odds with the tone of the letter, its restoration here may not
be the likeliest possibility: the suggested supplements may be paralleled only by PGot 29.1 (cited above). The object of the
verb may well have not been the feet or footsteps of the recipients as a number of other texts may suggest; for example
compare PCairMasp | 67076.1 (cited above), PNess IIl 145.1f. (VI/VID) [T ] (probably &1¢ t@v]) “ypoudtov’
nopdvTmv (the word-order adopted by the editor is not Greek; ypaud‘cov must be an afterthought, and if it iswritten directly
above nopdviov, we should read napovrmv ypocp(xrov) LoV Yp&e® Kol n[p]ocm)vm m[v]1[_]vovpav ktA., PHerm 49.1ff.
(V1) 816 1@V mapOvTOY LoV YPOUUATOV | Ypae®: TOAG Tpockuvd Kot occnozC(ous (the scribe probably wrote indicatives
instead of participles; if so, the punctuation (colon) should be removed) | v buetépay yviciov &dehpdtitov; aso PMichael
39.1f. (V), SB VI 9138.1f. (VI), 9397.1 (VI/VI11). The same uncertainty applies to PRossGeorg 111 13v.2 (V1) 81 t]a[dt]nc
(we would expect 816 thic wla[podc|nc) pov énictoAfic ypdolov] moAla mpockuv[d] | [ (note that ypde[wv] --- mpockuv[®]
occurs only here; probably we should read ypéip[w] - mpockuv[@v]), and PLaur 11 48.1 (V1) &1 tfic mop’(odc)orc (the
apostrophe is striking; but the plate allows reading napotcnc) nov énictoAiic ypapm mpockvuvad(v) ko[l (the commentary
suggests restoring dcrnalopevoc, which is certain, if the final nu of npocm)vm(v) isindeed abbrevlated) Note also that the
supplement in SB XVIII 13111.1f. (V/IVI) mpockvv[ficon thy duetépav aderpotnta] | d1é todtov T0v EAorxictov pov
ypoppdrov is arbitrary; nothing in the text supports the supplement ¢:8elpdmro.



