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Some Late Byzantine Papyri

from Hermopolis

I
N this contribution I publish five papyri from the collection in the

British Library (London) which drew my attention because of
their dating formula (l).

1. P. Lond. Ill 867 descr. {cf. plate 81)

This Hermopolitan contract from A.D. 506 was only described in
P. Lond. Ill, p. xli. A plate, however, was given in P. Lend. Ill, Plates #
81. This plate shows that at the time of its printing the top fragment of
the papyrus was mounted incorrectly. The papyrus is broken along
various folds and when the fragments were put next to each other, a
fragment was misplaced. The plate shows the fragments in the order
(lines 1-7) :

/ a / b / c /
but one should read them in the order

/ b / a j c I

We are dealing with some kind of contract between a woman and a
, soldier Fl. Danielius. The latter has occurred already before in PSI IV

292Ï2 (A.D. 520) and possibly also in P. Lond. Ill 994 (p. 259).15. He
belonged to a well-known army unit, viz. the Mauri (for literature cf.
P. Charité 7.3-5n.). The exact nature of the contract escapes us, as we
have not found suitable parallels to restore lines 8-14. So much seems
certain, that a sale of 2 arouras (cf. line 9), a worker in a vineyard (cf.
line 10, affJi]eiovgyov, line 11, %<agtov d/OTsAixou) and the expression
of a willingness to pay something mentioned earlier in the lost part of
the contract (cf. line 13) according to the agreements (cf. line 14, xaià]
ra avfiyxuva) were involved.

t1) I should like to thank Dr. T. S. Pattie f or his kind permission to publish these
texts. Likewise, I should like to thank Dr. R. W. Daniel (Leiden) who kindly revised
my English and discussed some problems of reading and interpretation connected
with these papyri.
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HERMOPOLIS 20.iii.506

1 [Merà rr\v vjiarslav 0Â(aovt(oi>) £aßinavov xal] Seoôâigov TÜV
iafuigo{râroiv) ^>afisvtaO xô

2 [ rfjç TEaaagEaxaiÔExâTtjç lv]ô(ixrimvos)

3 ['H ôsîva OvyOTt)g TOV ôeïvoç en /ir]Tg}àç Alagiaç %a>(>lç xvgiov

4 [xgijftariÇovaa óg/ico/iévt) âjto T^Ç ' E(>no\vno).nùv 0havîcu âa-
Vlf\h(<ù

5 ['Hgaxfalôov rai xaQoaiw(jÂ,évq>) atcaiiünr) ägi]6/jtov t&v yevvaio-
IÓTCOV Mavgiov

6 [TÔIV èm Tfjç 'Eg/tovnoAtTàiv xa8iôov]/tév(uv jfaigetv. 'O[i,o).oyu>
dià ravrrjç

7 [rfjC èyyoâifov ôftoÀoyiaç avev navràç &]ohov xal tfoßov xal ßtac
xal ànaTtiç xal

8 [ j ..arai navrl xaïQtâ fj

9 [ ] GTIV ti]v jigâatv TÜÏV 6vo àgovgiov

10 [ a/t^EAovgyav vvvi àno xcu/tijç Eiyxegfj

11 [ ]%ai(>lov à[ine)iixov xal â/ifiarcov sïxoai ê£

12 [ ]TO CUCTTE èfié, ÊÎ av/ißatrj, navrl xaïQÔj

13 [ £to]l[t(oç èftEiv elaevsyxEÎv rctç avtàç
xanà] ta fjvp(p(ovci xal ftgoç vrjv aaqpotAetav

15 [ji£jiO('?)^a( TavTtjv TTJV ó/tohoyiav xv]giav ovaav xal ßeßaiav xal

16 [(M. 2) 'H ÔEÏva \s8efiEV Tavrr/v rrjv ofioÀoylav xal n(6o>

17 [yiâai TOÎÇ ngox(£t/Âé>>otç). 'O ôelva 'AfaSâvôgov ânà 'EQ(JIOV
jto'Aewç) df ia>&Eiç ÈyQatfa vjtèg avrfjç

18 [aygaft/tdrov ovarjç. (M. 3) 'O ôeîva FEV\vaôiov aTio'Egijtov noÂecoç)
jUttgrugcù vi) ô/j,o).oyla

19 [âxovaaç nagà TOV ÔEfiévov. (M.4) Avgrfthtoc ^>oißa/i/^cov Saganiia-
voç ànà 'Eç>(jiov noj.e<oç) (tagrvgcu

20 [rfj ôfioloyia âxovaaç nagà TOV Oe/iévov (M. 5) Av]ç(ri%ioç) 'luiâv-
vi)ç Mtjva ànà 'Eg(jiov itoAscoç) pagrvgco rfj

14 TtQOç : n ex e corr. 16 read éQéfiiiv and jieiQat 17 vneç

137



EGYPTE GRECO-ROMAINE

21 [o[i,oÀoyiq âxovaaç nagà rov

22 [ (M.6) ]ôt' èftov 0[oi]ßa(itia>voc èygacpr]. K(v(>i)e
ßoi'j6(ei) ïachygraphie

1. For the (post-)consulate of Sabinianus and Theodorus cf. R. S.
BAGNALL - K. A. WORP, Chronological Systems of Byzantine Egypt, 121,
years 505-506. The restoration of a post-consular formula is warranted
in view ot the length of the restorations (ca. 30 letters) elsewhere in this text.

2. Apparently, this line was indented, even with the restoration of the
indiction numeral written out in full. An insertion of something like
EVTV%OVC or nagovarj^ after rrjc would seem out of place in a dating
formula at the start of a document.

3. For the women %(u@ic ftvotov %Qr)fi<n; iÇovaai cf. the list in P.
Mich. XV, pp. 158-171, esp. J 102 where this papyrus is listed. The text
does not mention a avvemaic (the element âvôçoç should be shifted from
col. VII to col. V).

4. For the spelling 'Ec/jtovjiohTfav cf. P, Vindob. Worp 8.22 n.
6. 'EgpovnoÀ.nwv : or restore avrfjç no}.e<oç (cf. line 4) ?
7. Cf. for this cluster of more or less synonymous concepts Preis. WB,

s.v. ßla, 1, and H. ZILLIACUS, Zur Abundant der spätgriechischen Ge-
brauchssprache, 51.

10. For the village called Sinkere cf. M. DBEW-BEAH, Le Nome Her-
mopolite, 254-56.

11. For the size of ammata (normally 1/64 of an arura) cf. P. Bad.
IV 92,4 n.

14. Presumably the scribe started to write sic, then corrected this into

18. One might restore, perhaps, AvQ(rjXtoç) Tavgîvoç FEv]vaôlov.
This person occurs as a hypographeus in P. L. Bat. XIII 16.19 (for this
papyrus see below, 22n.). On the other hand, however, one finds a Basilides,
son of Gennadius, in BGU XII 2152.2, 14 (Vth century).

20. This witness also occurs in PSI IV 296.27, where one should pre-
sumably read omo ['Eqfjiov nàAecoç)] rather than the editor's imo [....]
(BL I 394 suggests V7io[oidx(ovo;) ?)).

22. This same notary occurs in P.L.Bat XIII 16.23 (cf. Taf. VII ; ed.
VI-VII, but one should rather date this papyrus to V-VI). The notary
Phoibammon out of CPK VII 40.32 (492 ; cf. Taf. 28) does not seem to
be the same notary as his subscription is written differently. Other late V/
early VI notaries called Phoibammon in Hermopolis are found in BGU
XII 2149 (470), 2159 (485) and 2175 (V/VI).

For the element x(vot)e ßo^6(si) cf. J. M. Diethart in ZP£ 49 (1982)
79-82 where 5 instances of it given in papyri published to date are mention-
ed. To these may be added P. Stras. 247.25, where read ÓV eftov Mjro/t-
AtÛToç èygayri X{ÜQI)S ßor)8(ei), P. Stras. 696.26, where read ô[i' è[io\y
KMirlxoy X(VQÎ)£ ßoyQ(e-i)} and P. Land. V 1795.20, where read
o[( e]/tov — [ly]oa<p(r;) x(vg<)e ßolj6(ei') [the notary's name cannot be read].
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2. P. Lond. Ill 1326a descr. (cf. plate 91)

This start of a lease is dated by the regnal dating formula commonly
in use in Hermopolitan documents under the emperor Justinus II ;
cf. R. S. Bagnall-K. A. Worp, Regnal Formulas in Byzantine Egypt,
50 form. 3. Given the fragmentary state of the papyrus we cannot es-
tablish the object of the lease.

HERMOPOLIS 25.ix.576

xal
2 finwv oeanórov <l>Aav!ov 'lovarivov

3 rov al(ov<i>ov avyovarov avro

4 èrovç évÔExdrov Qw6 xrj t" hä(ixrl(avot)

5 + EAaiia 'Iwdvvrj ra>

6 xofteri vlfi TOV rij;

7 /AVij/j.t]Ç reQ/iavov ânà TÎJÇ 'EQH(OV

8 3T(aß(i) AvQrjkiov 0oißa/t/j,a>voc

9 [ca. 4 é]ffjç vnoygâffovroi; yecaoyov ânà

10 [T»JÇ avrij]ç [mfàecoç]. 'O/toAoycù éxovaia

11 [xal avOatcéry yv

12 [ ] Traces

2 tp^avtov 5 tpfala) = &havt(u 7 reQfiavov : -v ex -ç

NOTES :

5. I have not found other attestations of the comes Flavius Johannes
among papyri jrom Hermopolis. Cf. J. G. KEENAN in ZPE 11 (1973)
57 n. 106 for comités with the name Flavius.

9. It is unclear to me what could have stood in the lacuna at the start
of this line. There seems hardly space enough for ftr](rgàç) followed by
a name, but as we do have already the patronymic and the profession
of Aurelius Phoebammon, there are not many other alternatives for a
restoration oJ his mother's name. Dr. Daniel suggests to restore just
[rov é]£ijç while admitting by himself that he does not know of any par-
allel for this.
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3. P. Lond. III 1326b descr. (cf. plate 91)

For this start of a lease of a vine-yard cf. already the discussion of the
dating formula in BASF 16 (1979) 244-245. The document does not
present further novelties of its own, except for possibly a new geographi-
cal name in line 7 (see note).

HEHMOPOLIS 26.iv.583

1 + 5[a<rt]Ae/[a]c tov OeiOTa.T[ov] fjfiia

2 vlov Ttßeglov rov alcovl[ov] avyovcfTov avToxß(drogo;) êrovf ngió-
'TOV'

3 Tlayuiv vevoftrjvia ^[>j]|so)c ngürrjc lvô(ixri(ovoç).

4 •)• AvQTj?.ia> <t>oißd[t/4U)Vi Feaioyiov rut

5 fUTÓTO) dîtè TTJÇ 'EgpovnoXnüv na(Qa)

6 Uanvovöiov v'iov Blxrtogoc /jr/rçoç 'Pa%fj). àft-

7 nshovgyov djró Inoixiov Aioaxoçlôoç

8 TiBÔiiav xói/trjc Arjprjiglov rov 'Ec/tov-

9 TioAhov vofiov. 'OfioAoyw éxovaicuc

10 xal avdcuoércac ftefiiaßwaSai, nagà aov

11 inl mvraerij xgóvov ^oyi^ójiBvov

12 anó xagn&v tijc avv 0(eca) ôevréQaç lvô(aftiu>v)o(ç) ta ôta-

13 cfégov ooi

14 Sao[v èaiiv âg

12 Ivi

NOTES :
5. na(Qa) was abbreviated by a diagonal stroke written through a pi

with an alpha on top of it.
7. An epoikion (?) Dioskorou is known from P. Cair. Preis. 30.19 ;

maybe we are dealing with the same village under a slightly variant name.
8. For the village ot Demetrius see M. DREW-BEAR, Le nome Henno-
polite, 90.
14. For this clause cf. H. JULY, Die Klauseln hinter dai Massangabcn

der Papyrusurkunden, 42.
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4. P. Loud. Ill 1315a descr. 0. 't. il3 J J

This badly mutilated papyrus contains a fragment of a lease. It is dated
to the reign of the emperor Mauritius (A.D. 582-602), but the regnal
year itself is lost. As the top of the papyrus is completely preserved (thus
no invocation seems to have broken off), the date of the papyrus most
likely falls before A.D. 591 (cf. CdE 56 [1981] 112 ff., esp. 117). Indiction
3 (line 3) = A.D. 584/5, then, and Mesore 20 = IS.viii. As the document
comes from Hermopolis, this combination of dating elements leads to
a date to 13.viii.584 in our calendar, but we cannot say whether the scribe
dated his document to Mauricius' 2nd or to his 3rd regnal year, as
13.VUÏ itself was the dies imperil of Mauricius (cf. R. S. Bagnall - K. A.
Worp, Regnal Formulas in Byzantine Egypt, 58) and as the scibe may
have failed to advance the regnal numeral on this very day (cf. BASF 17
[1980] 62 ft.).

The precise object of the lease is not known. In line 11 we encounter
a numeral 55 which might be taken as an indication of the number of
arouras leased (restore a[nog]l/jrjc yfjc[ after nsvttjieovra nevre'l).
A plot of land of 55 arouras would be rather large, however. A con-
sultation of the tables in D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im
ptolemäisch-römischen Ägypten (Diss. München, 1967), yields the im-
pression that in later Byzantine Egypte the number of arouras leased
was mostly lower than 10 (the number of 200 ar. in P. Ross. Georg. Ill 32
[cf. A. Ch. Johnson - L. C. West, Byzantine Egypt, 84] is astonishingly
high and may be the result of some mistaken reading).

HERMOPOLIS 13.viii.584

1 -f- BaatÂetaç roe deiororov r)[/ia>v oe]ajior[ov] 0[AaoviovAfavQixlov]

2 Tißcolov Néov rov a'uoviov a[i5]y[owTou avToxgdroooç ërovç - -]

3 [lv]6l Tohrj Meaogfj eixdç +

4 + [[•]] AvgrjXioç nxvfaç [viôç (trirgoç ]

5 Sotpiaç yeiaoyoç àno xo>(j.[?;ç] £.[ \

6 AvQTiÂiip BixTujgoç vî<û[ TW -}

7 rârcp ànà TTJÇ 'Eoftovn\o\).nu>\v\. 'Ofi[oAoytï> éxovalœç]

8 xal avaaiQeTiuc fte/jiia6<üadai [naga aov è<p' öaov ßov-]

6 read Bixrt&oi, via) 10 Ivo
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9 !.ei XQÓVOV koyiÇo/iEvov àxo x\a\faia>\v rfjç

10 rsiàQT-rjç Ivd^ixricovos) xal aùr»)[ç ]....[

11 TievTijxovTa névre .[...]iprja...[ èv xAjj

12 x[a]Aou/i[É)>]<u 'Iae6ç>r)6\ \fievov ..[ ]

13 *[ ].[ ]....0e..[ ]

14 [ ]..[ ]

NOTES :

1-3. The formula is RFBE 61, form. 7 ; this reference has to be added
there, of course. One may reckon with abbreviations like <t>l.(aoviov),
avy(ovarov), avTOX(>(drogoc). For the regnal year cf. supra, the intro-
duction.

It is remarkable that the indiction precedes the month and that, more-
over, this is in the dative, the day of the month in the nominative. Nor-
mally the month and day (in the dative) precede the indiction (in the
genitive). For another example of a day of the month in the nominative
cf. P. Stras. 190.5, Meaoof) Toiaxâç..

5. It is also possible that one should read x<o/i[r]]c .[-.
6-7. For epithets which could suitably be restored cf. J. HERRMANN,

Studien zur Bodenpacht, 48-49.
7. It is also possible to read and restore 'Eçfiovji[o]ÀtTU>[v n\6Xs\<ai;.

'Ofioioytu éxovaifoç], but ]oAe[ seems a slightly more difficult reading
than ]off[. For the spelling of Egftovnohrtav cf. P. Vindob. Worp 8.22 n.

7-10 For the phrasings used in this passage cf. J. HERRMANN, op. cit.,
50, 92-98. The coming 4th indiction was A.D. 585/6, the crops of which
were harvested in the summer of A.D. 585.

10-12. One expects here a description of the localization of the lease
object (cf. J. HERRMANN, op. cit., 76-77). For the kind of lease object see
supra, the introduction. One might consider a reading «

as well.

5. P. Lond. Ill 1304a descr.

We are dealing, apparently, with a contract in which a person assumes
the obligation to perform work for a period of 1 year as a bath-man in
the service of a private owner of a bath. The terminology used in the
contract is slightly remarkable in that the kind of service is called on the
one hand a paramone (cf. line 7, jiaga/aetvai), whereas on the other hand
the contract itself is called a misthotike homologia (line 6). It is, however,
well-known that in Byzantine papyri the original distinction between
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paramone and mislhosis is maintained no longer in a clear way (cf. B.
Adams, Paramone und Verwandle Texte, 25). For baths in the Byzantine
period cf. A. Berger, Das Bad in der Byzantinischen Zeit ; (= Miscel-
lanea Byzantina Monacensia 27, München, 1982), who does not discuss,
however, the evidence concerning baths in Byzantine Egypt except for
Alexandria. It should be noted that the restorations proposed for the
lacunas in lines 6ff. are just exempli gratia and that they might be too
short in fact. If so, one might pad them with the help of various peri-
phrases like in lines 5-6 'O/toAoytù [ôià Tavrrjç ftov rfjc nagovar/c eyygd-
<fov [i]ia9(oTixfjç o/toloylac. Likewise, one might insert in line 10
something like evrv%ovi; èaofiévrjç after rtjg. On the other hand
the dicolon éxùr Kai, nejieiaftévoc is of such a fixed nature (cf. H.
Zilliacus, Zur Abundanz der spätgriechischen Gebrauchssprache, esp. 49),
that one cannot insert something in between and that it is not easy to
devise some other supplement which should follow after these words
while suitably filling the remaining space (the phrasing in P. Land.
V 1724.12ff. : êxóvTec teal nensiafievot ävev navrai; oóhov Kal ifoßov
Kai âjidrrjç xal âvdyxrjç xal ffvvagjiayijç xal olaGOrjizote xaxovoiaç
xal xaxorjOelaç xai nanàç i^arrtajiaroi; xal cpavAov èiaarri/jiaToc
xal ndarjç voftlftov negtygcupijc exceeds the space available in the
lacuna here). On the other hand the restoration found now at the start
of lines 1-2 can be made shorter by assuming that there was an extensive
use of abbreviations and nomina sacra in the parts lost. For the general
contents of the contract, however, this is hardly of any importance.

HERMOPOLIS 13.viii.592-12.viii.593

1 [+ 'Ev ovo'|Uari TOV xvglov xal oeanorov 'Irjaov XQUTTOV TOV 9eov
xal cr]«m;eoc ftfifov, ßaaiisiac TOV QSIOTÙTOV

2 [fifiiàv ôeajiOTov <Z>A(aoix'ov) Mctvgixlav Ttßegiov Néov TOV ataivlov
av]yovarov avroxcOTOooc ËTOVÇ évôexÛTOv

3 [Msaogfi — Ttjç i. IVÔ(IXTÎ(OVOÇ h 'Eg]fiov nófei Tijg drjßaiooc.

4 [ 'O deïva vlo; ]6eioç ßa\[a.v]eiac ÔTtà rijç 'Eg/j.ov

5 [JT<U£<OÇ T& ôelvt a\no TÏJÇ avrrjf jto'A£a>ç %ai(>eiv.

6 [ôtà TavTr]Ç rfjç /j]ia9(aTixijç ôfioÂoytaç éxcov

7 [xal Ttsneiapévoq Ji]af>a/j,üval aoi TJTOI T<Ô aw AouTg<û

8 [ ànà TOV ei]atovToç nrjvô^ 0à>8 Tfjç

3 Bijßal&oc 4 read ßakavetic 7 ^ovrgy : -y ex -ov corr.

143



EGYPTE GRECO-ROMAINE

9 [nagovatjc t. îvd(um'cavo;) êca]ç rov EÎOIOVTOÇ /irjvôç 0ôiO

10 [Trjç i. îvô(iXTia)voç) èxreÀéaai rf^v a]v6svTixfjV èfirjv %oeîav

11 [ ]..(..]...\.]..[.].eleœ(.]yeva/,[ ]

12 [ ]6eiwv ÔBxl ] Traces

13 [ \.ovoo [ ]..[ ]£oa

14 [ JTraces [ ] Traces

KOTES :
1. For thé invocation see CdE 56 (1981) 112-33. For the regnal formula

cf. RFBE 61, form. 7.
4. It seems likely that ]6eioç is the ending of a patronymic and that

the writer erroneously wrote ßa).ave<ac instead of ßahavevc. In the
context of the contract it is not so much important to indicate that the
father of the contractor was a bath-man as it was to indicate that the
contractor himself was. For the function of a ßaAarevc cf. A. BERGER, op.
cit., 122.

7. For hovrgóv cf. A. BERGER, op. cit., 137 ; G. HUSSON, OIKIA
(Paris, 1983) 157f.

8. One expects at the start of this line either an indication of the place
where the bath was situated, or an indication of the period of time for
which the contract would be valid (e.g. in eviavrov lva"> But this
supplement would be rather long in view of the space available).

10. Instead of IxTeAeaai one could also restore e.g. dtJtoJiAjjgdJcreu
11-14. The remains of these lines arc too scanty to be safely restored with
the help of parallel documents.

The regnal year of this contract was already discussed in BASP 17
(1980) 109-10 where it was concluded that the document can have been
written only during the reign of the emperor Mauritius. His llth year
ran from 13.viii.592 until 12.viii.593. Line 8 tells us that the contract
would be effective per the coming month of Thoth, and it seems likely,
therefore, that the contract was drawn up in the preceding month, i.e.
in Mesore (or even slightly earlier, perhaps). There is, therefore, a prob-
lem as regards the numeral of the indiction to be restored in lines 3, 9
and 10. If the contract was drawn up between Mesore 20 (= 13.viii)
and Mesore 30, we would be in the summer of A.D. 592 and the numeral
of the indiction would be 11 in lines 3 and 9, but it would be 12 in line 10.
But if the contract were drawn up on a date before Mesore 20, we would
be in the summer of A.D. 593 and the numeral of the indiction would
shift one notch.

Amsterdam Klaas A. WORP
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