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REMARKS ON PRIVATE LETTERS [II*

BGU II 449

Some time in the second century, Apollos wrote to Theon, his ‘brother’. The address on the back was read
as ot x  Aepod[ |  [&]no AnoAAdr[oc?]. Examination of the original,! now supported by the
online image, has shown that the first part of the address runs dndédoc Oémvt ctpatimt. After the com-
mon saltire pattern, it is possible to make out €ic, which should be taken with Agpod-. This is the name of
a place, probably one of those called Aphrodite; there is a tall upright after 8, which could be iota, but the
traces that follow are not compatible with tnc.

CPR VI 80

This letter has received some critical attention but several problems remain; some of the smaller ones will
be addressed here.

The prescript as edited runs Ebdaipov AnoAdd[tt 1 kupie pov] | adedeit xaip[ew], but the first line
seems too cramped, and this form of prescript is unusual in a text of the second century (PWisc. II 73 is an
exception). kupl® pov probably never stood in the text; the writer left blank spaces between each word of
the prescript, which would allow a less generous estimate of the textual loss in 1. 1.

In 11. 11-12, ed. has Xpucepdlt[o] n[o]incov xrrwvaprov beavBfivor, but context and space make the
dative, Xpucepdlt[i], preferable to the accusative: ‘have a little tunic weaved for Chryseros’.

The letter ends, éppdccBal[i] [ce edyopon] | &dehpé pov] (11. 23—4), but pov is unnecessary; it may be
paralleled only by P.Haun. I 38.11 (i), but there the reading is not entirely certain.

P.Ant. I 432

This is a letter assigned to the third/fourth century, and tentatively associated with the turbulent political
events of the 290s. This seems likely: pvowc | tadeod (lines 4-5) probably refers to ‘old coinage’, an expres-
sion attested between the 260s and 290s (see P.Oxy. LXXIX 5209.11, 19 n.); at any rate, a fourth-century
date is excluded in view of the 40 drachmas quoted as a salary (l. 22), a very low sum for this date. The text
is written in ungrammatical and misspelled Greek, which obscures the sense at various points. A very few
gains are possible if some of the forms are properly normalized:

In 11. 9-10, the editor read &[relt” annl[et] Evexv 1oV dvBpdro[v], corrected to Evexev t@v dvBpanav,
and translated, ‘(he) went off after all because of that fellow’. Gignac, Grammar i 250, records evexv as a
phonetic form of €vekev from this passage; this would be unexceptional, but it is more likely that the writer
intended éveykelv, to go with anfey (restored but plausible; see Mandilaras, Verb §770, on infinitives of
purpose with verbs of motion). Then, tov dvBpwmo[v] requires no correction: ‘then he went off to fetch that
fellow’. After that, the edition has  Jowc cer ¢ | kai; Ben Henry plausibly suggests reading é|ri c€. Then,
I have considered reading é’pxgcl@m, but the sense is unsatisfactory, though cf. 1. 23 100 €pyonaivov i cé.

In 1. 11, the editor read eicneton puvoe, and commented, ‘possibly some form of aitelv is concealed
here’. This is a misunderstanding; read eic méton pvac, ‘approximately five minas’. méton is mévte mis-
spelt; for mévte written as néte or névton, see Gignac, Grammar i 117 and 193 respectively. Cf. nepi tdv

* Continued from ZPE 142 (2003) 163—70. Unless indicated otherwise, the images mentioned in this article are accessible
through http://aquila.zaw.uni-heidelberg.de (Heidelberger Gesamtverzeichnis der griechischen Papyrusurkunden Agyptens) or
www.papyri.info. I am grateful to Ben Henry for helpful comments.

1 In July 1997; my thanks to Giinter Poethke for arranging access.

21 first discussed my views on this letter with John Rea in September 1995, who tempered some of my wilder ideas at that
time. I published a note on its prescript and the address in ZPE 119 (1997) 155f. (= BL X1 6); a further correction is suggested
by Dr Henry: in 1. 1, for tfj coB[ie] read tfj cuB[io pov], given the length of the break.
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teccGpov pvod[v] in 1. 14. A similar construction may be detected in 1. 22, where Dr Henry proposes to read
£pepe el{c) (Opoyruaic) ., with sigma omitted ‘by haplography before the similar drachma symbol (cf. P.Oxy.
LXXX 5243 ii 17 n.)’; ed. pr. has £pepe{et}.

In 1I. 15-16, we find od{y} xpN Y&p cv AoAly 0. émoi[n]cév | ce, translated as ‘For you ought not to
gossip about what he did to you’. cv was taken as ce, but this is an odd error, especially with ce following.
We surely have to understand cv = cot; the same spelling occurs in 1. 6, €v cv, where curiously the editor
printed cot in the text. cv is the indirect object of AaAlv; as Dr Henry points out, the woman ‘knows all too
well what the fellow did to her (i.e. the story of the four mnas to which he has just alluded) and there is no
need for the writer to tell her about it’.

P.Harr.1162b
The address of this sixth-century letter was read as___elwvt T ©@e0dmwpoc . On a photograph I read:

] Tu@o) a&i(w) Agtovt  Oeddwpoc ENMGyLctoo).

P.Lond. IT 157a (p. 255)

This short text, assigned to the second century, was described as ‘A letter from a master to some slaves,
saying that they have been doing violence to the house of one of their fellow-slaves, a camel-herd, and com-
manding them to restore to him his property or else bring it to himself (the master)’. It was read as follows
(I have added accents except for 1dete in 1. 2):

mopa keAdov 2l ete [N]v oikiov 100 3l covdoVA[o]v cov 10D Kaun*Iertp[dgov] Tpecfitov
énn’lpea[Je[re] kot dmod[o]0ftm °l odtd T adToD 7 Eveyke 7l 0T TPOC EE.

The second person plural in 1l. 2 and 5 does not square with the second person singular in 3 and 6.
kopnAertp[ogov] is also curious. Study of the original with the help of a powerful microscope removes
most of the difficulties and gives a smoother text:

nopd TepéAhov. 21 18¢ (1. el) tic v otkiow 100 * cuvdodA[o]v cov 10D kopm*ideito[v] 10D
npecfitov Enn’lpedlet . kol dmodofnte o avTd T oo 1 Eveyke 7l ot | TpOC Eué.

In 1. 5, the traces after peaet are not compatible with €; oft] would be marginally better (and grammatically
correct), but I cannot confidently put it in the text. Then, for 1. 7 Kenyon noted that it ‘is so faint as to be
almost invisible, and there seems to be room for one or two letters between cvto and wpog’. I cannot see
the putative second alpha of owvto; there are two letters between ovt and wpoc, the first of which is almost
entirely abraded, and of the second only the top of an upright survives; read o0tdv? In that case, Gemellos
orders that either the wronged slave’s belongings be restored to their owner or the slave himself be brought
to him — why, we cannot tell.

The text is unprovenanced but it is tempting to associate it with P.Aberd. 60, a summons addressed to
an official (see BL VIII 1) of Soknopaiou Nesos who is ordered to send up a []obAov epéAd[ov].

P.Lond. IT 453 (p. 319)

“This is a private letter from a father, named Marcus, to his son Sabinus. It is considerably defaced, espe-
cially at the beginning and end, and is not very intelligible even where it is legible, since the style is illiterate
and the allusions obscure. The writing appears to be of the early part of the fourth century. Some of the
problems that appear in the edition can be removed upon closer scrutiny.
The first five lines were printed as follows (I reproduce the accentless version of ed. pr.):
Mafpx]®. . . .. CoBewvo to
VIO ... xoup
e[wv] edouov oy
COUTOAELTWV COV . .
5  xohelc avto ko eicehBe
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P.Lond. IT 453
© The British Library Board
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Study of the original as well as of an image (reproduced on the previous page) shows that the name of the
sender is not Ma[pxJo(c) but Mapiiovn: it is Markiane who writes to her son Sabinos. There may well be
a reference to her in 11. 13-14, ypdyorté pot 6t 1t kot Tt EAalBor Ty untpt. The address on the back should
accordingly be revised to read oo Mopxiavijc (Mapx[ov ed. pr.).

The papyrus is abraded after vi® in line 2; with some hesitation, I propose to read mAgicta. A trace
after youp suggests yaipi[v]: there is no need to assume an idiosyncratic word division at this point. In 11.
4-5, read €uiBa, ‘go into’, ‘board’ (this form of the imperative also occurs in PMich. VIII 515r). eic 0016
should refer to €Aauov, but it requires some imagination to explain why someone would be told to step into
oil. I suggest reading t0] mAotov. A verb would have stood at the start of 1. 3; e1dov would fit the space, but
can only be a stopgap. In sum, the opening of the letter may be presented as follows:

Mopriovn Cofetve @
i) mAelcra xodpu[v].
e [ 2-3 10] mAolov TV
COUTOAELTOV cOV. Ep-

5  Poeic o0to xod elceBe.

The understanding of the rest of the text is difficult in places, although not as much as the editor thought.
In 1. 14-15 for evkevtlvnkec read £vK sl’)rélvmcsc, i.e., 00k evtOVNKOc. For ov replaced by ev, see Gignac,
Grammar i 216; on the sense of evtovéw, see S. Kapsomenos, EETh 7 (1957) 366.

In his note to 1. 18, the editor writes, ‘The remaining lines are hopelessly damaged’. They are mostly
represented by series of dots, except for 1. 21, whose end is read as tov ouo. In 1. 20, one can make out
acnalopa, followed by traces that might conceal tovc iu@v, though that would be tight for the space. Line
21 is inset, and may start Tdvtec, 1. mavtoc. Then, kot Svopa is clear, and so is 1. 22: éppdcBai ce ebyopor.

An afterthought was added in the left margin, which begins énueAncdto cot mept T@V TeyXLTOV
according to the first edition. meyyvt®v was understood as mepyyvtddyv, but the error assumed is strange;
émueAncato is also curious.? The papyrus has something less exceptional: kol peAncdto cot Tept oV
TEAUATOV.

The writer uses -ec for -ac throughout: apart from the instances in 1l. 15 and 21 (see above), we find
Tovc Téccalpec ctarfipec in 8-9 (-powc ctofipac ed. pr.), and nenoinkec in 17 (teroinke ed. pr.). In 1. 12 the
papyrus has Cepatoc, not Copartoc (these three new readings were contributed by Ben Henry). Finally, in
1. 11 read évey’xn (ed. pr. represented the apostrophe as a supralinear bar).

P.Palau Ribes 31

This is a scrap from a second-century letter. Lines 3—4 were printed as | ce  ywocky Kot 10 Tpockv-
vilfuee ] [ke®’] éxdietny Ruépov. This is a common formula, and the putative ywvéckt has no place in
it. Read ebyopadi] ce vywatv[elw (see http:/dvctvs.upf.edu/foto/134/PPalauRib_inv_189rjpg). The sentence
would have begun with a phrase meaning ‘before everything’, but the exact wording is unclear.

P.Palau Ribes 39

The prescript of this letter, assigned to the fifth century, was reconstructed as [t® kvpi® Oov]uociotdro |
[émictn ko] koo évta | [not Aaprpo]tére ABavacim. The collocation pot Aaprpotdre is implausible;
Aaumpdtotoc strictly indicates senatorial rank at this time, and cannot be combined with a dativus ethicus.
The likeliest restoration would be ty]tdte; cf. e.g. PHerm. 43.1f., PHaun. II 25.2f., POxy. LVI 3864.2f.
The other supplements are also dubious, but I have not been able to find anything that would suit both the
sense and space. In 1. 2 we could have [dc dAnOac].

3 Cf. also PIFAO II 14v.3 émipe]Ancéro 8¢ cot, but there is no reason to restore the compound.
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P.Palau Ribes 43
What is extant at the top of this sixth/seventh-century was presented as follows:

lovpe [ 1.0
1 yloipewy

From what I see on the on-line image (http://dvctvs.upf.edu/foto/147/PPalauRib_inv_240r.jpg), there is only
one line, which reads Jov peyoly, i.e., bpetéplov ueyod(onpémnetov).
Two other minutiae: 1. 8, for tnv dpynv read &lrapynyv; 1. 12, ed]Aoyncw is not inescapable.

P.Princ. IT1 106

This letter probably comes from the area of Oxyrhynchus (BL XII 164). It was assigned to the sixth century,
but a date in the late fifth may be considered. The recipient is asked ‘to secure wine for the writer, who has
given him two solidi for the purpose. ... The addressee is further instructed either to despatch a boat to the
city in order that the writer may send back some (empty) jars or to purchase [the wine in jars (?)].” That is
(11. 3-5):

N méuyov pot mAotlov €pyopevov eic v | méhew vor kotdyw kodeo | dydpocov |
uletpnt[ ] &x» 10 ad10 10D otvov 10 tiunuae § tote | 6 Bowpocidtatoc Y(mo)tiov
etmev Nu[tv

An image (http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/j96023213) allows for a smoother text to be obtained:

. vo Bado 1o kodga ... Exov dno 10D oivov 10 tiunue, 8 mote | 6 Bowpocidtotoc
At'tlov ...
The recipient of the letter asks for a boat so that he can load the empty jars. Alternatively, a purchase should
be made. The object of the purchase is unclear (uJetpnt| was placed in doubt [BL XII 164]; etpn is certain),
but the price obtained for the wine would be used for this purpose.
The letter ends with a reference to the recipient’s servant, 100 noudopiov cov (line 6), but the servant
is the sender’s: the pronoun should be read as pov.

P.Princ. III 161

The letter is dated to Year 19 of Tiberius, unvo[c Néov Cefocto]d ko (line 14) An image indicates that
there is no room in the lacuna for Néov (http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/5425kd27v). There seem to be
some traces that would be part of CeBocto]d, but I cannot assign them with confidence to any letters. The
date converts to 18 September 32.

If the estimated length of this lacuna was exaggerated, another lacuna was ignored, to the detriment of
the grammar: the phrase eic 10 | vedgutov natpikov (11. 6-7) is problematic, but the image reveals a break
between veogutov and natpikdv, where the article would just fit: eic 10 | vedgutov [10] motpixov.

P.Princ. III 162

This is another letter whose date has to be revised slightly: it was dated to Year 9 of Domitian, unvoc
I'eppovikod 1o The on-line image (http:/arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/8p58pg53b) indicates that the
papyrus has pun(voc) Né[oJu Cefactod o, which corresponds to 7 November 89.

Another textual difficulty comes up in 11. 3-5: énei BovAfj el eic ALeEl[Gv]Sperav. mhedcon petémpdv
pov | [Mma]v, ‘since you wish I will go to Alexandria. Do you set sail yourself leaving my business unfin-
ished (?). BovAfj is BoOAN misaccented but it is not what offends most. The first sentence is awkward
Greek, more at home in modern student attempts at prose composition than in papyrus letters. The asyn-
deton is also not what the rest of the letter would make us expect to find at this point. The image shows
that the papyrus has BovAnc, not BovAn. BovAnc is an attested alternative to BoOAn (Gignac, Grammar
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ii 326), but I suggest reading something else: émel BovAfic eipt eic Ale&l[av]dperov mAedeon, ‘because I
intend to sail to Alexandria’. The phrase BovAfic eiput is not attested in any other papyrus but is known from
later sources: Miracula xlv sancti Artemii 73.9-10 BovAfic eipt dmeABely eic TOv oikév pov; Theophanes
448.6-7 BovAfic el 100 ¢xpuyely kol EABETV mpoC cé.

P.Princ. II1 190

The proskynema-formula as read refers to Sarapis and the ancestral gods, [t]oic [ratpdot]c Beolc (1. 8).
G. Geraci, Aegyptus 51 (1971) 180 (= BL VII 169), argued that [covvaot]c would be preferable; this can now
be confirmed on an image (http:/arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/rf55zb286): read c[uv]vao[tc.

P.Princ. I1I 191

According to the editors, ‘The chief interest in this fragment is the illiteracy of the writer’, but it is more
interesting that the writer says, omépyope €v Koctavdwonéreoc, ‘I am off to Constantinople” (1. 8).

The beginning of 1. 5 was first read as peto. v €ue, later corrected to petd v () (= vi@V) ?) &
éué (BL IX 223). Inspection of an image (http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/7d278w61h) shows that one
should read pet” adt( ) (wt§ pap.).

PSII71

This is an Oxyrhynchite letter addressed 1@ decrdtn pov mc dAnBdC kot mévto: pot Bovpocioltdro kol
EvapeTe yeoLy® Aeovtie. It was assigned to the sixth century, but this type of address does not suit such
a late date, and the hand is a typical fifth-century one.

Before the text breaks off, it reads: épnuddn ndoco | kdun 7 Muetépo ?]. | éx OV kota&men Toivov
7 cn [neyoronpénewo 7] I [ ] évtadBo 800 copp[dyove ? (1. 11-13). 1) [fuetépa] is dubious, but what
disturbs one most is €k t@v in 1. 12. This, however, is a false reading: the papyrus has a0t@v; alpha (what
remains of it) is enlarged, and somewhat similar to the initial alpha in 1. 4; perhaps supply vr’ at the end
of the previous line. We should place period end after it; kota&uncy starts a new sentence. It probably
governed an infinitive, now lost, which in turn governed 600 copp[dyovc; on the edge of the break at the
beginning of 1. 13, there is an upright. It is tempting to read nép]i[ya]y; cf. e.g. CPR XXIV 22.3. Its subject
cannot have been 1 cn [ueyodonpéneio, since this abstract is not implied by the prescript. One could think
of Bowpacidtne, to match Bovpociotdr, but the traces at the end of 1. 12 (not in the edition) do not suit
theta; (}c[perﬁ, corresponding to évopéte, is somewhat less difficult in this respect; cf. SB XVI 12485.6 tijc
cfic apetiic, in a letter with a prescript very similar to that of PSI 71 and which also comes from the region
of Oxyrhynchus.#

SB XVIII 131125

This is a fragmentary letter from Oxyrhynchus. The image indicates that it should be placed in the fourth
or early fifth century, not in the fifth/sixth. Line 11 was inadvertently omitted from the transcript; it reads:
crovdaiov ypduyapev [.

One other small point: in 1. 4, ] to ypduporo ty ke[, read tfic [ at the end of the line.

4 The yeodyoc is not named and the sender is a different person. The hand is also different but of the same date (ed.’s sixth
century is too late). The tentative association of the text with the ‘Apion archive’ is unwarranted. The back was said to contain
‘illegible traces of an address’, but 1@ dectdt pov dc aAn[Bdc can be read in the on-line image.

5 This and the next two items were first published in P. J. Sijpesteijn, Fragments of Byzantine Texts from the Michigan
Collection, Aegyptus 66 (1986) 71-84 (without plates). They belong to a purchase of papyri predominantly from the Oxy-
rhynchite nome. I discussed some of them in the first instalment of these ‘Remarks’ (the gist in BL XI 223), before images were
published on line. I take the opportunity to correct an apparent misprint in one of them: in SB XVIII 13111.4 for xo8eAf1v
read koteBiv.
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SB XVIII 13113

As with the previous item, we only have the middle parts of the lines of the letter, assigned to the fifth/sixth
century, this time correctly. The image shows that the text is to be modified in several places:

In L. 1, there are remains of 2-3 letters to the left of what is printed as Jévov in the edition.

In 1. 2, instead of JAopon tovc awtiic 1 read &lcndlopon tove adtic T[6dac; cf. e.g. POxy. XVI
1855.17 acnaopon tfov]c Tyuiove adtiic mddoic.

In 1. 3, for 00 &¢y[opon perhaps read 00OV

In 1. 7, for mhuortoc read viportoc. The word vijo is not common in the papyri. It recurs in 1. 9, where
for J1[c]0évBoc mApatoc read nle[ueBévtoc viuoroc.

In 1. 10, for ceowt® read méunw, which suits what follows (St 100 dxortiov).

SB XVIII 13116

This is another fifth/sixth-century letter. The text is problematic in certain places, but progress is again
possible thanks to an image, kindly supplied by B. Haug.

In 1. 5, we find 1Ov x0prov nipickov 1oV cuvkdBedplov. The position of the verb is awkward, but the
papyrus has something else: Kpicxov (for the form of kappa, cf. e.g. dndxpicwy in 7 or xotagiocov in 10).
This must be a variant of the name Kpfjckoc, Lat. Crescus, not otherwise attested in Egypt.

In 11. 6-7, the phrase koi €tage dc S coppdyov I [ ].oepl 1[ . ]covtoypapupora néuyor
Vv dnodxpicy is not smooth. The papyrus does not have £roée mc but e0Béwc. After that, it is tempting
to restore [t00] pép[ov]t[oc] cov ta ypdypparto, but there are more than three letters lost in the break at the
beginning of 1. 7.

There are further problems in 11. 11-12, mpockbvncoy 8¢ €& £uod nd]vtoc Todc  arto ov(toc) | dudic
Kol o mept Thc [afyloc duletépoc cotnlploc. The editor translated, ‘Greet on my behalf all the persons
who [love] you and the things for your holy salvation’, and noted: ‘Oudc at the beginning of line 12 will
depend on a verbal form at the end of line 11 which I cannot decipher (the idea expected is found in a phrase
such as @uloVvtag which can, however, not be read)’. The idea is correct: the papyrus has &yomovtoc,
1. -@vtoc; cf. PSI VII 827.28f. The phonetic spelling is unexpected in a letter with good orthography other-
wise, but omicron is not in doubt. The other difficulty is that ‘holy salvation of yours’, a curious and oddly
expressed notion, and which cannot depend on mpockOvncov. Read ta mepi thic [b]ytoc bu[@v, a common
expression; cf. e.g. POxy. I 158.5. This would have been governed by a verb in the damaged second half of
the line. cwtn]ploc cannot be confirmed.

SB XVIII 135996

This is another fragmentary letter from Michigan, assigned to the sixth/seventh century. The image indi-
cates that the hand is rather of the sixth century; more importantly, it helps solve some textual problems.

In 1. 3, the edition has Tva pn petvn 10 k[ Juev dpécer, with kti[co]uev suggested as a possibility
in the note. Read tvo. um petvn 1o xtfi[ula év dpécer; for the expression, cf. CPR XXX 18.5 [év] dpécet
pévovcy o yNoia (and see n. ad loc. on the sense).

Line 4 as printed runs t0v] €énowkertdv evtalioc €vekev Mvécyeto dodvarl ¢ 000 vo(UicuoTo).
gnokert®v is an oversight or misprint for érowkelwtdv, and is followed not by btaloc but by éyyopioc
(for the form of aip compare Apuevimv in the next line), a known variant spelling of dryyapetoc.

Nikolaos Gonis, Department of Greek and Latin, University College London, London WCIE 6BT
n.gonis@ucl.ac.uk

6 Ed. pr. P. J. Sijpesteijn, Some Byzantine Papyri from the Michigan Collection, JOB 36 (1986) 23 (no plate).



