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ON THE AURELIATE OF CLERGY AND MONKS*

The subject of the use of the prefix (or nomen) Aurelius and Flavius in the papyrological and epigra-
phical documentation from the Roman empire has given rise to a large body of scholarly discussion,
culminating, as far as Roman Egypt is concerned, into two by now ‘classic’ articles by J.G. Keenan,
”The Names Flavius and Aurelius as Status Designations in Later Roman Egypt”, appearing in ZPE 11
(1973) 33-63 and 13 (1974) 283 - 304; some afterthoughts on the subject were added by the same author
in ZPE 53 (1983) 245-250. The general system governing this use of Flavius and Aurelius was summed
up aptly by Keenan in ZPE 53, p. 245: “The name Flavius was restricted to definite categories of
Egypt’s population, with the name Aurelius being available for the rest”.

At the same time it is to be kept in mind that these status markers, however widely used, turn out to
be absent in quite a few texts. It would, e.g., have been cumbersome and tedious for individual scribes
to give a prefix Aurelius / Aurelia to all (or almost all) persons mentioned in long administrative lists
like, e.g., the well-known registers of landowners from mid 4th-century Hermopolis (see P.Herm.
Landl ; for the date see BL 8.159) or in the equally well-known Skar-Codex (see CPR V 26; Vth cent.,
cf. BL 8.102, 9.65). Inconsistent use of this status marker is found in, e.g. BGU XVII 2685 (Hermop.,
585), a land lease offered (1. 6) n(apd) AbpnAiev Hoxvovbiov Twdvvov untpds  og koi Mivovtiov
0700 8eApod oTinnovp(Y@V), KTA. but subscribed by the lessees themselves while omitting the status
marker AUpiAtot. And in another document from late Oxyrhynchus, SB VI 8987 (644/45) all persons
are lacking a marker of their civil status, while there appears no reason for attributing this absence to
some particular reason. The fact that two women figuring prominently in this text are described as
widows (xfipou, 1. 3) should not have prevented them from being at the same time AdpnAion or
DAooviot.

In a recently published article! Roger Bagnall and I myself noticed that the absence of a prefix
Aurelius (or Flavius) as a marker of a person’s civil status in the context of a Byzantine legal document
likely indicated religious status, for clergy and monks generally do not use often Aurelius. We referred
to the remarks on the subject made by Keenan in ZPE 13 (1974) 287 n. 155 and JR. Rea in ZPE 99
(1993) 89 while noticing that "there are exceptions both for clergy and for monks, however, and a
proper study of the subject would be worthwhile”.

The following lines present a collection and analysis of such exceptions. For this I scrutinized the
Duke Data Bank of Documentary Papyri for a combination of the name beginning in AbpnA- + [clerical
function] (for the terms precisely searched for, see below), with a maximum of 10 words intervening.2
Not really relevant are, of course, those cases where the religious function turns out to be related or
relatable to the name of a person’s father.3 In order to be able to follow historical developments texts
are listed below in chronological order.

* As usual, I should like to express my gratitude to my colleague R. S. Bagnall who read an earlier version of this paper
and contributed some observations for refining its argument. I am also grateful to my colleague B. P. Muhs for correcting
some flaws in my English.

1 Appearing in BASP 40 (2003) 16, note to I1. 3-4.

2 The number may seem arbitrarily chosen, but the list below will show that in practice there even do not appear seven
words intervening between the name and the office.

3 Compare AbpfiAiog Zepfivog Brhokévov yevopévon Sraxbvov, P.Oxy. XVI 1961.26 (Oxy., 487); [Adph]Atov "Ovvid-
9pw vidv [apovBiov yevopévov Srakévov, P.Oxy. XIX 2238.10 (Oxy., 551); Adphidrog ITérpog vidg Tempylilov mqus’-
vov Sraxdvov, CPR XIV 11.7 (Arsin., 578); Adpiidog Yaag mog Hpaomog yevopév(ov) np(ecButépov) um:pb; Matpd-
vog dpudpevog and xdpng Kag, PBerl Zill. 7.7 (Oxy 574); map” Epod napbvrog Adpn[Alifo]v Mexvoiov viod KoAkob-
Bov 10d edAaBectdtov npeoButépo(v) éx untpdg MopBevénng vardro[v], PLond. V 1714.16 (Antaiop., 570); Adphiog
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Gvayvdomg:

1. AdpiiAiog "Appdviog Konpéag dvayvdomg tiig mote
éx(x)Anoiog kdung Xdoeng

2. Avpihog Tak®dP Bicrog mp(eoPutépov) dvaryvdotng
xofoAxfig éxxAnoiog

3. Adp[fidog Ne]uesiov [viog] “HpaxAéovg dvoyvaomg
709 afb]tod érokiov

appdrdovog, GpxinpesPirepos, dpppovdpitg:

No relevant attestations

Sudxav / (bro)drdxovoct

4. mapd [Ad]pnAiov Zeilov Médav[o]g 8[1]éxwv thg
xaBoAiic éxiAn[olialc] and xbdpng Bsadle]Apiog

5. n(apd) AvpnA[i]ov Movafitog "Qpov and Tart@v
noh:mq Srdxovog koBolxiic smd.ncwg lcmu[n]g Moewg

6. mopdt Auprqhou Axapumvog Hpo &no 1fig "Apoivortdv
ndreng katapévoviog év ka[unl Ke[plxe[olee
Sudkmvog

7. rnapd AdpnAiov “Hpwvo[c] Sidxm[v]og dnd xdung
Bepevikidog

8. Adpfidror -- TTovp[  ]g Srdovog x[ei X]dA[o]c &A[Ao]g
(sc. drduxovog)

9. Avprihog Kepdhwv Beodmdpov un(tpdg) Zoeiolc)
Sidicov(oc) koBoMxdic éx[xAInoia(c) dnd xkdung Topwpd

10. Adpiidrog TTétpog AmpoBéov Sudkwv kabol[xfig
éxxkAnociog

11. Adpfidrog Apipnpag Sidrovog k. []

12. Adp(MArog) Aéwv Sidk(wv) xoBolixiic éxxAnaiog éx
naTpOg "Qpryévoug ard koung Kopo

13. AdpHlog 'AmoAdidg Pévtog Srdxovog (ed.’s corr.; the
papyrus has Sioxovov!)

14. A[dp(Arog) "Avd]péag PorPdppwvos Sidxovog

15. Adp(Aror) [ Tlwdvvng edbA[a]Béortatog Sidkovog kai
KoA[A]oB6og <I>otBauu(o[vog] Sudxovog

16. [ T Adp(iA0c) Zaplamddwpog Ocodmdpov Sidx(wv)
and ‘Ep(povrnodewnc)

17. [+ Adpfidrog] "AvodBig Toongio(v) Sidk(ovog) &md
‘Ep(povnddens) xoi iotpdg

P.Oxy. XXXIII 2673 8 (Oxy., 304)
P Kellis 1 32.20 (Mothites, 364)

P.Gron. 9.24 (Arsin., 392; cf. BL 7.63)

P .Sakaon 48 = SB VI 9622.2 (Arsin.,
343)
P.Oslo 111 113.5 (Hermop., 346)

P.Wiirzb. 16.2 (Arsin., 349)

P Abinn. 552-3 (Arsin., 351)
P Kellis 1 Gr. 24.11 (Mothites, 352)

PRain.Cent. 86 = SPP XX 103.3
(Herakleop., 381)
P.Prag.133.15 (Prov. unknown, 391)

P.Haun. 11 56.20 (7, IV/V)
P Rain.Cent. 101.3 (Herakleop., 457)

SPP II1 95.9 (Hermop., 494/95; cf. BL
8.435)

P Heid. V 356.6 (Hermop., V/VI)

P.Stras.V 484.4-5 (Hermop., 548 or 549,
cf. CSBE2 App. D s.a. 548)

P.Stras. V 399.17 (Hermop., VI)

P.Lond. 1l 1044 = M.Chr. 367.37
(Hermop., VI)

"Ovvdgpig vidg Tlapodv npe(oPutépov) untpdg “"Avvag dmd érork(iov) "AneAdii, PSI M1 179.13 (Oxy., 631); napi
AvpnAiov [Maveydtov “Qpov npecPutépov dnd kidung Zevopoppd, P.Vindob Sijp. 4.1 (Hermop., 340).

Within this context I note that in P.Col. VIII 244.21 (Arsin., VI), AdpAiAiog ®oiféppov vidg tod pakap(ijov Mnva
npecfutépov énd tig "Apoivoert@v noAewg, the editors’ note ad loc.: “In all likelihood mpecButépov is a mistake for the
nominative” is not necessarily correct; on the contrary, the absence of clear-cut instances of 6th-century priests still being
provided with a prefix AbpfiAog (see below) may be taken as an indication that in fact his now deceased father was once a
priest. For the same reason one may correct in SB IV 7369.29-30 (Hermop., 512): Adp(iAtog) | "Av8péag Mélavog
npecPirep(og) “EppovndA(eng), in 1. 30 npecfitep(og) into npeofutép(ov).

4 For obvious reasons I omit P.Laur. IV 182.2: 81(&) Ad(pnAiov) Bixt(wpog) Srox(6vov), see the reedition of the text
by F. Morelli in ZPE 138 (2002) 155, reading 8(1&) 'Avt(wviov) Bixt(wpog) Siax(6vov).




18. AvpiAiog [+ 5]¢ brodidkovog Thg dryiag ékkAnoiog
0106 Twdvvou

19. Adp(Arog) Bikt[w]pi[vog c 40] 8[raxo]v[og

20.[ Avp(fidog) Nethappo]v Srdkovog viog [

npeofbrepog:S

21. [AdpfiA]iog IMaryedg “Qpov dnd kdung ‘Inndvev 1obd
‘HpaxAeonoAitov vopod npecPitepog

22. Adpfihiog ‘Aprlokpdtng mpeofitepog kaBohxiig
éxxAna(iog

23. mopd AdpnAiev "Apdrrog “Qpov xoi Matdmiog
[anciov xai Zappdtov npecPutépov xai anvovtiov
Honoiov 1@V névtov dnd koung Toeiov

24. Abpidov "EAAGY Ardveng npecPitepov Grd kdung
Tprotopov

25. Abpfihiog Mapivig np[esPit]epog

26. Avp[f]Arov ['AlroArdv mpeaPitepov Tiig [afbtiig
Kaoung Zopwv

27. Abdpiidiog ‘Qpiwv np(ecPitepog) TovAiavod

28. Avphlog ‘HpaxAerog np(ecPitepog)

29.[ AdvpnAiov Beoddpov, npecfut(épov) Tod dyiov] |
[tomov o Alov

30. [AdpriArog Mooy + 5 6] edAaf(éotatog) np(eaPitepog)
[tfi¢] ayiog €[x]xAnciog [Kdotpov c ? ]

31. [ 1 Adpr]A(10c) Twdvvng éA(d)x(1oT0g) Tpe(oPivtepog)
v[1]og tod poxap[iov N.N.

32. AdpiAiog Koopdg [tdv] npecPutépwv mapoatodpog
0106 Twdvvou

This listing enables us to make the following observations:

Avpiiliog.
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PSI VIII 964.23 (Oxy., V)

P .Stras. VIII 755.22 (Hermop., VII)
SB XIV 12194.11 (Hermop., VII)

P.Lond. VI 19132 (Cynop., 334)
P Kellis 1 Gr. 58.8 (Mothite, 337)

P.Oxy. V18975 (Oxy., 346)

P.Wiirzb. 16.8 (Arsin., 349)

P Kellis 1 Gr. 24.11 (Mothite, 352)
P.Oxy. XLIX 3479.7 (Oxy., 361?)

P Lips.158.25 (Thebaid, 371)

SB XIV 118579 (?,IV/V)

P.Cair Masp.167117.6-7,cf.1.23
(Aphrodite, 524)

P.Lond.V 1719.3 (Thebes, 556)

P Stras. VII 658.10 (Hermop., VI)

P.Grenf. 11 100.7 (Arsin., 683)

(I) As to the avayvioton (## 1-3; all fourth century A.D.), it should be kept in mind that before the
fifth century A.D. these persons had nothing to do with the ecclesiastical organisation (see E. Wip-
szycka in JJP 23 [1993] 194ff.). It is, therefore, not a problem that these three men featured a prefix

(I) In the listing of AvpAAiog + didxovog / didkwv (a major ecclesiastical rank in the church of
Egypt, cf. E. Wipszycka, ibidem, 187) it seems not necessary to keep

# 13 (the title seems to belong to the father’s name [cf. sub ‘anagnostes’ no. 2] and the editorial cor-

rection is rather arbitrary);

# 14 (the first letter of A[Op(Ar0g) is read doubtfully and the rest is restored; maybe the trace read as A
is to be taken as part of a T separating dpoA(éynoo) from the following subscription?);

5 Cf. ] M. Diethart - K.A. Worp, ByzNot., p. 87 sub 21 .2: the notary Philoxenos is attested between ca. 530-550.

6 1 have excluded P.Flor. Il 336.4 (cf. BL 1.459, 3.58), AbpfiAor Tedpyiog & xei Movicaiog npesP[tepog] vidg
Bixtop[o]g xtA., because it seems possible that George is an elder son of Biktor. The same argument might be made about
P.Bad. V1 168 4ff. (Oxy., VI, cf. BL 7.9), pet éyyonto(®) --- éno(d) AdpnA[io(v)] Bixt[opoc] np]eaButépo(v) vied "Amod-
Adrog [ulntpdlc] tpeoing, and CPR X 22.6 (Arsin., VD), [ Adp(fiArog) Za]uBag mpeofitepog viog [N.N. (it is to be noted

that Adp(fAioc) has been restored); see also the appendix to this paper. In the case of BGU III 808v = SPP III 112v it seems
more likely to reckon with a ‘A to B’ opening of a document; in that case, ‘B’ is an anonymous elder son of Phoibammon.
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## 16, 17, 20 (AvpiArog completely restored, probably inspired by some form of editorial ‘horror
vacui’), and

# 19 (J. Gascou, by e-mail on 28.i.2004: “Adp(fiA10c) est siir, mais pas 8[idxo]v[og, car la seule lettre
identifiable est delta si bien que plusieures possibilités se présentent”).

It is obvious that most of the certain attestations of AbpfAiog + Sidkovog / drakwv date from the
4th century (cf. ## 4 - 10) or perhaps slightly later (cf. # 11).7 These eight cases of AvpfjAiog + didxo-
vog / Sidxav may be compared with the thirteen texts attesting a didkovog / Siaxwv without AdpHiAiog
within the same century. To be sure, eight of these turn out to be lists or accounts (cf. P.Preis. 20.20;
P.Col. VII 167.7, 171.14; P.Herm. 68.13,23; P.Herm.Landl. G 200; P.Mich. XII 651.4; P.Oxy. LV
3787.24; SB XIV 11972.10), while P.Herm. 59, P.Lips. 43 = M.Chr. 98, P.Lond. 111 981 = W.Chr. 130,
P.Lond. V11913, and PSI XIII 1342 are letters, reports of proceedings, or contracts addressed to, sent
by, or mentioning a deacon referred to by name but without the prefix AdpfAAtog. It is obvious, then,
that after eliminating first the doubtful cases, only ## 12, 15, and 18 would belong to a period
considerably later than ca A.D. 400. In the case of # 12 (from A.D. 457), however, the reading of the
abbreviated prefix Avp( ) is most uncertain and probably incorrect, while even the ‘certain’ reading of
the deacon’s name as Aéwv turns also out to be problematical. One could also read the whole passage
together as a single personal name ending in -pov.8 In the case of # 18 (ca. A.D. 530-550, cf. fn. 5) it is
important to bear in mind that in the church of Egypt the rank of a subdeacon was always considered a
lower grade (cf. E. Wipszycka, ibidem, 190-194); this may help to explain why in this single case a
subdeacon was labelled unproblematically AvpfiAiog. In the Sth century one finds several dozens of
deacons without the prefix AbpfiAiog versus only one or two questionable attestations of the same term
with the prefix (see above), and the 6th and 7th century the number of deacons without the prefix
exceeds a hundred. In sum: the elimination procedure of some doubtful cases would leave us with only
# 15 (from A.D. 548 / 549) as a ‘late’ attestation of the phenomenon under review. There is good
reason, therefore, to assume that for deacons it became a regular habit, if not a more or less official
policy, to abandon the civil status marker ADpNAiog once one obtained this position within the higher
clerical hierarchy. The late use of this marker in P.Stras. V 484 may be attributed simply to some form

of inadvertence.

(IIT) The combination of the prefix AbpHiAog + npecPitepog is also a predominantly 4th-century
phenomenon (cf. ## 21 - 27; cf. also # 28, dating from the 4th or 5th century).% As to the later cases, all
of them involve an element of doubt. In the case of # 29 the prefix has been restored by the editor,
though the subscription by Theodore himself (cf. 1. 23) omits it. In # 30 one is dealing, again, with an
editorial restoration instead of which one could also restore [Ioapu vidg N.N. 6] edAoB(éotatog)
np(ecPirepog). With most of AdpfiJA(1og) being restored in # 31 one wonders how compelling the
reading of the lambda is; a photo of the papyrus allows me to observe that the ink trace read as A could
in fact come from any letter or symbol. Finally, in # 32 there is the question whether one is really
dealing with ‘(one) of the priests of the (= overseeing the?) napatobpa = Lat. paratura’. The primary
meaning of the Latin word seems to be that of the decorated border of a garment, cf. the editorial
commentary to the ed.princ. of SB XVI 12254.14 in Aegyptus 61 (1981) 100.10 In my view there is in

7 See within this context also CPR V 11 (early [?] 4th century; deacon’s work contract).

8 To my regret I have not been able to find a name which matches with all ink traces preserved.

9 At the same time, however, the restoration of the prefix in # 22 may be considered unwarranted. In # 27 it seems
attractive to reckon with Aur. Horion senior being the son of Julian, cf. P.Haun. I 43.1: AbpiAog *Qpog m(peoPitepog)
“Qpov, where the Demotic confirms the resolution of the Greek adjective n(pecfiotepog).

10 within this context I note that the editors of P.Ambh. II 142.16 (= M.Chr. 65), -- xeAeboa[1 1)§ npoandorte t[dlv
xdotpov innav{ev} (but read ‘Inndvav, cf. BL 1.4) 1ig £yyiotn(c) nepatodpog —, note in their commentary: “nepotov-
pog: the word also occurs in Gr.Pap. (= P.Grenf.) II 100.7 where npecfitepor napatodpag are mentioned”; obviously, they
reckoned with a slight spelling error in the first syllable ne-/ro-. Indeed, such an error is not (for interch
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P.Grenf. 11 100.7 no obstacle against accentuating the word maparovpag of the papyrus as mapotovpog
= ‘haberdasher, i.e. manufacturer/seller of ribbons, lace, thread’. For such nouns in -6 in general, cf.
C.D. Buck - W. Petersen, Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives [Chicago 1945], where the
word in question is not yet listed). The same noun may be supplied in SPP X 210.8, nopatovp( )
[obviously taken as a personal name by the editor], and 210.9, rap[azovp( )]. In this connection J. M.
Diethart drew my attention to J. P. Rey-Coquais, Inscriptions grecs et latines decouvertes dans les
fouilles de Tyr 1963-1974 (= Bull. Mus Beyrouth, 29) no. 133: cwpdg Siapépwv "Adehpiov nopatovpd
(xai) brodraxdvov, from where it has been taken over into LSJ Rev.Suppl. with the interpretation
‘maker or seller of furnishing materials’. Moreover, it remains to be seen whether Aurelius Kosmas
really was a priest, as there is no reason to accept the editorial restoration [t&v] npecfutépav without
further questioning. If one restores [adnd] npecPButépav (cf. P.Oxy. VIII 1147.6), the result is that
Aurelius Kosmas was an ex-priest and a garment maker (on priests being deprived of their charge see G.
Schmelz, Kirchliche Amtstrdger im spétantiken Agypten, Miinchen - Leipzig 2002 [= Archiv, Beiheft
13], p. 154-159, ‘der Ausschluss aus dem Klerus’; this use of dnd + gen. = ‘former ...." is well known,
cf. N. Lewis, ‘Two terminological novelties’, AJPh 81 [1960] 186-187 = idem, On Government and
Law in Roman Egypt, 73-74).

(IV) By way of summary conclusion I note that while it was not uncommon during the fourth
century to combine the prefix AbpfiAiog with an indication of a clerical office like S1dkovog or npeo-
Botepoc, this is done far less normally in later centuries. The persistent use of this prefix during the 4th
century is easily acceptable once one realizes that since A.D. 212 this had been the common practice in
Egypt and that old habits were not easily dropped, even when acceptance of a grade in the ecclesiastical
organisation of the Christian church implied abandonment of a person’s civil status in the secular world.

(V) Finally, for ®Adoviog + [clerical function] one may compare the following cases, all suspect
because one does not expect Flavii (a title attributed since A.D. 324 to government officials, see
Keenan'’s articles referred to at the beginning of this paper) to hold any clerical rank. Most of these
‘attestations’ involve in fact an unwarranted restoration of the element ®A(&viog) or an unnecessary
resolution of an abbreviation np(esBitepog) vel sim., i.e.:

a. P.Cair.Masp. 1 67126.1 (Aphrodite, 541): this line reads [®A(doviog) ? Bixtw]p EAéer Ocod npeo-
Botepog éxkAnciag Sraxewpévng [Eni thv On]Baiov xdpav év xaun Aeyopévn "Agpodity, vidg
[Bnoapilwvog tod tfig paxapiog pviung, but cf. already BL 8.72 (removing the element ®A(doviog));
b. P.Cair Masp.1 67126 43 (Aphrodite, 541): this line reads [®A(Goviog) ? Bixtwp £JAéer Beo(D) npeo-
Bitepog vidg Bnoapinvog to(D) pokoapio[tatov, cf. already BL 8.72 (removing the element
DA(Goviog));

c. P.Cair.Masp. 11 67134.2 (Aphrodite, 547/87): the editor read [81’ £uod Bixtopog Waio(v) 1o GA(o-
oviov) Bixtopog ¢ 13, ebAafeat(drov)] npe(cPutépov) kai npovont(od), but cf. already BL 4.13 for a
more convincing alternative restoration, i.e. [tfig 'AvtoionoAtdy 81’ éuod Bixtopog Yaio(v) (cf. BL
8.72) ;

between o and € cf. F. Th Gignac, Grammar, I 278 ff.). Even so, the remarks made on this text in the ThLL s.v. paratura,
expressing uncertainty about the word’s precise meaning, seem well founded. In a translation “order to the commander of the
camp at Hipponon (that is part) of the nearest ....” one expects a concept indicating something like a topographical or spatial
entity, but it remains to be seen whether a translation like ‘border’ (between two [military] districts) is viable here. On the
other hand, during an exchange of e-mail with D. Hagedorn the idea arose with the author of this contribution to regard
nepatodpag as an error for nedorovpag. For the meaning of the latter word see the remarks made by R. S. Bagnall in GRBS
25 (1984) 85: “pedatura refers to a delimited area of land. In ancient --- Latin it referred mostly either to the land surrounding
a (funerary) monument --- or to an area ‘assigned in a camp to an individual unit’ (Oxford Latin Dictionary, 1317 s.v. b)”.
There seems to be every reason to connect the latter meaning with the litigious word in the Amherst papyrus, but the text
should be checked for this at some later moment (at present the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York is closed for purposes
of renovation).
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d. P.Flor. Il 67296.16 (Aphrodite, 535): [f ®A(aovrog) "Avo(D)e]ig YevBancsio(v) npesP(Vtepog);
one may resolve here npecsP(vtépov), of course. Likewise, in

e. SB 15112.78 (Edfu, 6187): ®A(doviog) Moy Gme. Aiov mp(ecPhtepog)  ; a check of the plate (cf.
P.Lond. 11 p. xx, sub inv. 220 descr.) shows that after &ro Aiov one should read npt » the character
following the iota probably to be taken as a sign of abbreviation; and npy( ) can be expanded into a
(transliterated) Latin term like mpyuimiAdprog, npiuikipiog, or npiwp, cf. S. Daris, 1l lessico Latino nel
Greco d’Egitto? (Barcelona 1991), 94-95.

f. In P.Grenf. 11 104 = SPP I1I 506.2 (Arsin., VII/VIII): 81’ éuod ®@A(coviov) npe(cPutépov) yp(op-
pétews), one may better resolve a personal name starting in [Tpe( ).

g. For P.Lips. 1254, t1 ®(Adoviog) Zépyrog EAdyi(otog) drdkovog vidg 10D pokap(iov) BaciAeidov
and ‘Epp(od) m(d6Aewg), cf. already BL 1.25 (removing the element ®(Adoviog)).

This leaves us with only

h. P Flor. 1l 323.22 (Hermop., 525): ®Aa:b1(og) Ioone 'Ax_ w@piov Sidx(ovog) e [ ] ;the photo of
the text in Pap.Flor. 30, pl. CXLIV, shows that the reading of ®Aah1(og) is most doubtful; in light of
the results obtained above it should probably be rejected. Unfortunately, however, it seems impossible
to find a completely convincing reading of the traces preceding the letters read as Toofip "Ax _wpiov,
for which one should read: --¢ ‘Hoouo[ti]wvoc; as ‘Heaus[ti]wvog should be taken as a father’s name,
one expects the name of his son coming first; at best, I can read here ZiAavdg, but the reading is far
from certain.

(V1) For the sake of completeness I have also collected the attestations of Aurelius + povoydg /
povay / povalev / povéovoa, with the following result:

1. Adp[mAile E[ ] B [ Jwi [ c ? o]v ulovalxd tod adtod P Nepheros 48 .4 (Herakleop., 323, cf.

8[povg] BL 9.174; sale of a house)

2. Ad[pnhie] MoocoAvpie ManvovBiov povalovrl émd tiig  P.Kdln III 154.6 (Cynop., 423; loan of
aTiio KOPNG money)

3. Avpiihog Biktwp Zopov povalwv SB V 7996 = PSI X1I 1239.2 (Antinoop.,

430; sale of part of a house)
4. AdpnAie ManvouBie vig) MatB[aliov plo]valov[t] dnd P.Wisc.110.4 (Oxy., 468; cf. BL 6.70,
koung Képxe 7.100; loan of money)
5. dreddaig AiovAiov eig Avpri(Mov) EDAGY(10v), P.Dubl. 34v.14 (Arsin., 511; settlement)
povaovteg Me{Aytiavol év (1d) Gpet AaPAo
6. Avpf[Aliog "Toaxog Bixtopog Kwotavtiov povalwv dnd  P.Flor. I 279.3 (Aphrod., 514; lease of

xdpng "Appoditng land)
7. Adp[n]Aie "AroAddn “Qpov povalovtt [povaotnpiov  SB XVI 12267 .4 (Hermop., 540;
"ABBa. "AmoAA@rog év 8per] kdpng Titkdewg document related to transportation)
8. AdpnAio Todvn Buydnp Mnvé éx untpog Taniog P.Lond.V 1731.4,38 (Syene, 585;
povayh Oppopévn dmd Zvivng receipt for money in settlement of
dispute)
9. [Ad]p(id10g) "Aditov (1. “AArtog) Awpobéov povalmv P.Prag.11 158.13 (Hermop., V/VI; lease
of land)

In contrast to the combination of the prefix Aurelius with a term Sidxav / Sidxovog or npeo-
Botepog, most of theses texts come from the Vth or VIth century.l! Among them one finds hardly any
document which for some reason or another may be dismissed on the grounds that the name has been

1 For the remarkably early # 1, see below, f. 13.
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restored.!2 One notes, furthermore, that people either style themselves as AbpnA- N.N. povélov /
povayh (## 3,5, 6, 8,9), or are being addressed/described this way (## 1, 2,4, 5, 7). Precise affiliations
with a particular monastery are not consistently indicated (or at least based on a restoration, cf. ## 1,13
7). 1 have not been able to detect much of a system between
(1°) povords / povaym / povalev / povélovoa preceded by the prefix AdpHAtog, and
(2°) novoyds / povaym / povatev / povélovoa not preceded by Adpitoct4

At best one might start wondering whether ‘AdpnA- N.N. povalev / povayxn’ could simply
indicate that the man or woman in question was living ‘single’, i.e. unmarried, whereas only the indica-
tion of povoyds / povexm / povéwy / povaovaa without an element Avpfidiog / AdpnAio would refer
to monks or nuns. There is, however, no evidence that Greek povoydg / povoym or povalav / pové-
fovoa ever had the meaning of ‘unmarried’ without any religious connotation; in other words, the
Greek language apparently never had a substantive equivalent of Lat. ‘caelebs’.

Appendix:
Attestations of npecBitepog vidg in documents from Byzantine Egypt

The following appendix was inspired by a remark made by E. Wipszycka in JJP 18 (1974) 220 (in a
review of M. Naldini, Il Cristianesimo in Egitto, Firenze 1968): "Le probléme de la signification de
termes tel que rpeafitepog ou dvayvdotnc — termes qui ont derriére eux un passé paien — est
important. Pour le IIle et pour la premiére moitié du IVe, il faut tenir compte de la possibilité que ces
termes aient une signification non chrétienne; mais pour la période postérieure, cette possibilité est
pratiquement minime.” In other words: in Greek documents written later than ca. 350 a npecBitepog
denotes most probably a Christian priest. A search in the DDBDP for attestations of the word
combination npecPitepag vidg in texts between A.D. 300 - 800 allows us to test whether and in how
far one can be certain of this.!5 Before proceeding I note that in texts from Roman Egypt forms of the
combination npecBitepog vidg are found eleven times, viz. in BGU 1 350.6 (Arsin., 98-117); P.Bas. 7=
M.Chr. 245.3 (Soknop.Nesos, 117-138); P.Lond. 11 258.iii.6; iv.51; ix.231,234 (Arsin., 94); P.Miinch.
111.1 80.24 (Soknop.Nesos, 102-117); O.Bodl. I1 1763.15 (Thebes, II), 1940.10 (Thebes, III?); O.Cair.
60 (Hermonth., 170); O.Leid. 298.2 (Thebes, II/III). In the documents from later than ca. A.D. 300 the
following picture emerges:

Attestation Quality

CPR VIII 68 4 (Herakleop., VI/VII) = priest, cf. epithet ebAaféctatog
P.Dubl.28.7 (Herakleop., 611/12) = priest, cf. epithet ebAaBéotorog
P .Stras. VII 658.10 (Hermop,, VI) = priest, cf. use of £A(&)x(10T0C)
P.Cair Masp.11 67126.1,43 (Aphrod., 541) = priest, cf. use of éAée1 Oe0D
P.Oxy. XVI 1892.38 46 (Oxy., 581) = priest, cf. line 9

P.Oxy. LVIII 3952.50 (Oxy., 610) = priest? Cf. restoration [!] in line 7

12 Only # 9 may reasonably seem to be a candidate for reconsideration. A check of the photo (in P.Prag. II, pl. XXVI),
however, shows that the rho + diagonal abbreviation stroke belonging to ‘[Ab]p(jAiog)’ is absolutely correct.

1315 a restoration o]vp[pd]ye conceivable here?

14 There are dozens of attestations of this situation; the DDBDP lists povéov 37x, povatovr- 113x, povalovea-on
11x and pové{ovot 5x; furthermore, there are ca. 35 cases of povexdg or its plural form versus ca. 10 cases of a povaxf; it
falls beyond the scope of this paper to determine why forms of the participle pova{wv are so much more frequently used
than forms of the adjective povoryoc.

15 The reverse word order vidg npeaPirtepog seems to occur only in M.Chr. 156.6 (109 B.C.).
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CPR X1V 5.6 (Arsin., 530/33)

CPR X 127.6 (Arsin., 584)

P.Oxy.XVI 1972.5 (Oxy., 560)

SB XVI 12484.5,20 (Oxy., 584)

CPR X1V 329 (Arsin., 6557?)

P.Cair Masp.167107.3 (Aphrodit., 525/40)
P Flor. 111 287.5 (Aphrodit., VI)

CPR X 23.11,19 (Arsin., 520/217)
SB14753.13 (Arsin., 523)
SB15681.7,9 (Arsin., 6237)

W.Chr. 8 = P.Lond.1 113 (10).7 (640/1)
SB 14490.6 (Arsin., 641/656)

SPP 1II 308.5 (Hermop.?, VII)

P Ant. 111 189.15 (Antinoop., VI/VII)
P.Oxy. XIX 2244 .v.76 (Oxy., VI/VII)

PSI158.5 (Oxy., 566-568)

P.Ross.Georg. 111 39.3 (Arsin., 584) +
SB 14489, cf. line 14

CPR X 131.4 (Arsin., 611/12)

CPR X 102.1 (2, V/VI)

CPR X 22.6 (Arsin., VI)
PBad. V1168.7 (Oxy., V)
P Flor. Tl 336.4 (Arsin., VII?)

BGU 111 808verso (?, Byz.)
P Rain.Cent. 121.2 (Herakleop., 719/20)

K.A. Worp

No Avpfilog, hence priest? Partner is an AvpiAiog
No AvpniAiog, hence priest? Partner is an AvpAAiog
No AvpriAioc, hence priest? Partner is an ADpAAL0¢
No AvpiAiog, hence priest? Partner is an ADpfAtog
No AdpfAtog, hence priest? Accompanied by clergy.
No AvpriAiog, hence priest?

No AvpiiAtog, hence priest?

No AvpnAiog, hence priest?

No AvpfiAiog, hence priest?

No AvpniAog, hence priest?

No AdpfiAiog, hence priest?

No AvdpriAroc, hence priest?

No AvpriArog, hence priest?

No Avpiliog, hence priest? But text = list, cf. above
No Avpfliog, hence priest? But text = list, cf. above

No Avpiihiog restored, hence priest?
No AvpriAog restored, hence priest?

No Avprihrog restored, hence priest?
No AvpnAwog restored, hence priest?

Has AvpnAiog, but in restoration; cf. above, fn. 6.
Has AvpnAiog; cf. above fn. 6.
Has Avpniiog; cf. above fn. 6.

? Cf. above fn. 6.
9

Wipszycka’s view turns out to be broadly vindicated; the great majority of attestations of some form
of mpesPitepog vidg indicates a priest or at least lacks a prefix AvpfiAiog, hence in these cases it may
be supposed that one is dealing with a ‘priest, son of ...” On the other hand, it seems unlikely that
nowhere in a document from Byzantine Egypt reference would ever have been made to a person being a
‘senior’ bearer of a particular name or ‘elder son’, hence it may be supposed that one of the few cases of
Avdpfihiog N.N. npecPitepog vidg N.N. indicates precisely this situation.
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