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Some Late Byzantine Papyri

from Hermopolis

British Library (London) which drew my attention because of

IN this contribution I publish five papyri from the collection in the
their dating formula (%).

7

1. P. Lond. III 867 descr. (cf. plate 81)

This Hermopolitan contract from A.D. 506 was only described in
P, Lond. 111, p. xli. A plate, however, was givenin P. Lond. 111, 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 ) e ]
but one should read them in the order
[ b a [ ¢

We are dealing with some kind of contract between a woman and a
soldier F1. Danielius. The latter has occurred already before in PSI IV
202/2 (A.D. 520) and possibly also in P. Lond. 11T 994 (p. 259).15. He
belonged to a well-known army unit, viz. the Mauri (for literature cf.
P. Charite 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, dusm)edovoydy, line 11, ywpiov dumeiixod) 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, xata)
Ta odupwra) were involved.

(1) Ishould like to thank Dr. T. S. Pattie for 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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HermoroLis 20.iii.506
1 [Mera vy vmateiar DPi(aoviow) Zafwiavod xai] @eoddgov TdV
Aapmoo(rdrwrv) Papevwrl »d

2 | Tijc Tecoageoxatdexdrns  v]d(weriwrog)
3 ['H deiva Ovydrno tot deivos éx unroloc Maplag yweis xvoiov
avdpog
4 |yonparifovoa douwuévy and tijc “Epuolvmoiirdr Plaviep Aa-

16

17

18

19

20

Al
[‘Hpaxleidov 16 xabooiw(uéve) orpatidrry ap)buod zdy yevvaio-
tdrwv Mabpwy
[tav éni tijc "Eopovmolirdv xabidgvluévwv yaigeww. ‘Ouoloyd
da radrne

o B g . i i &1 g y 5
(Tijc éyyodgov duoloylas dvev mavrog d|dhov xal gdfiov xai flac
®al anmdTne xai

| .arat mavri xated 1 yodve
] ot )y mpdaw t@v dvo dpovodv

aum)edovoyov vovi dmo xouns Zyxepn

[

[

[

[ Jxwoiov dumedixot xal duudrov eixoot £&

[ Jro dote éué, &i ovufain, mavri xawd

[ Erolipwe Exew elaeveyxeiv tag avrag

[ xatd] Ta olugove xal meds orny dogdleiay

[memoinpar radTyy wjp duoloyiav xvjolay ovoav xal fefaiav xal
énso(wrnbeica) duol(dynoa)

[M. 2) ‘H deiva |é0epev Tadtny iy duokoyiar xai miflw
[rdac Toic moon(eipévorg). O deiva *Aliekdvigov dmo “Eg(uet
addews) abiwbels Eygaya dnég adtijg
[dyoaupdrov odons. (M.3) ‘0 detva Ievjradiov drd Ep(uod ndiews)
HagTved Tfj dpoloyiq
[dxoVoas mapd Tod Oepévov. (M.4) Adoiflitog Poifdupuwy Zapanio-
vos ano “Ep(uo? mdlews) paptvod
[x7] 6uoloyiq axodoac mapa Tod Oeuévov (M. 5) Adlo(jitog) “lwdy-
vye Muyva ano “Eo(uot ndhews) paptood Tjj

14 mpds : = ex € corr. 16 read £0éuny and melfw 17 iimeg
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21 [duoloyiq axotoas mapa toi Beuévou.]
22 | (M.6) 16¢° Buot Plot]Bdppwvos éyoden. K(boe
foiffi(ec) Tachygraphie

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

2. Apparently, this line was indented, even with the restoration of the i
indiction numeral written out in full. An insertion of something like
edtvyods or mapodons after 77j¢ would seem out of place in a dating
formula at the start of a document.

3. For the women ywopic xvpiov yonuarilovoar cf. the list in P.
Mich. XV, pp. 158-171, esp. # 102 where this papyrus is listed. The text
does not mention a gvreotdic (the element dvdods should be shifted from [
col. VII to col. V). J

|
|

4. For the spelling “Epuovmodirdv cf. P. Vindob. Worp 8.22 n.

6. ‘Eopovmodirdow : or restore adrijc mdlews (cf. line 4)?

7. Cf. for this cluster of more or less synonymous concepts Preis. W B,
s.v. fla, 7, and H. Ziiiacus, Zur Abundanz der spilgriechischen Ge-
brauchssprache, 51.

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

11. For the size of ammata (normally 1/64 of an arura) cf. P. Bad.

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 dano [“Ep(uov mdlews)] rather than the editor’s dmo [....]
(BL 1 394 suggests vmo[dedx(ovog) ?]). )

22, This same notary occurs in P.L.Bat XITI 16.23 (cf. Taf. VII; ed.
VI-VII, but one should rather date this papyrus to V-VI). The notary
Phoibammon out of CPR 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(dgt)e forjf(ee) cf. J. M. Diethart in ZPE 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 8.’ duod *Anol- !
Adtog éyedpn x(bp)e forifl(er), P. Stras. 696.26, where read o[ éuold |
Kajjwinov %(Ypt)e forjf(er)] and P. Lond. V 179520, where read !
o[¢’ éluod —[éylodp(n) x(gc)e Borj6(ec) [the notary’s name cannot be read].

IV 924 n.
14. Presumably the scribe started to write eic, then corrected this into i
mode.
18. One might restore, perhaps, Ado(1jiioc) Tavgivoc I'ev]vadiov. +
{
]
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2. P. Lond. ITI1326a descr. (cf. plate 91) 98 4

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 Egypl,
50 form. 3. Given the fragmentary state of the papyrus we cannot es-
tablish the object of the lease.

HERMOPOLIS 25.ix.576
1+ [Blagidelag xai dnatelag tot Oetordr(ov)
2 judv deondrov PAaviov *lovetivov
3 tob alov<i>ov adpodorov adroxpdrogo
4 Frovg évdendrov Oalb xy 7" wd(extimwvog)

5 + Plaie lwdvyy @ laungordre

6 xdpere vip Tob TS Aaumodc

7 wvijunc I'sppavot ano tijsc "Eou(ot ndiewc)
8 nlaga) Adgniiov DPoifduuwrves I'eweyiov

9 [ca. 4 é]&ijc dmoyodporvros yewgyod amo

10 [rijc adrijlc [ndAews]. “Ouoloyd éxovaia

11 [xai adbagére yrdun] peuisldobar

12 | ] Traces

2 glaviov 5 @laiw = Plavip 7 Tegpavot : -v ex -¢

Nortes :

5. Ihave not found other attestations of the comes Flavius Johannes
among papyri jrom Hermopolis. Cf. J. G. KEEnNaN in ZPE 11 (1973)
57 n. 106 for comites 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 uz(rodc) 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 of his mother’s name. Dr. Daniel suggests to restore just
[ro® £]&ijg while admitting by himself that he does not know of any par-
allel for this.
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3. P. Lond. III1326b descr. (cf. plate 91)

For this start of a lease of a vine-yard cf. already the discussion of the
dating formula in BASP 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).

HEeRrMOPOLIS 26.iv.583

1+ Blaailelfa]s v08 Gewordrfov] njudv Jecmd(rov) PA(aoviov)
Mavpuxiov

[

‘ , oo o R ; 2 ;
véov Tfeplov 1ot alwvi[ov] adyoiotov adroxp(drogog) ETovs mow-
ol

Tov
Iaydy vevounvia Aliléews modtns vo(ixriwvog).
T Adgniip Pofdupwve Iewoyiov 1¢ Bavuact-
otdre dno Tijc “Eouovmoliwdy ma(pa) Adgniiov
Hanvovhiov vied Bixtwpos pnyrpos “Poyiji au-
aehovoyot dmo Emotxiov Awooxopidog
aediwy xdunc Anunroiov tov “Epuov-
nmolirov vopod. “Ouoloyd éxovoimg
10 xai adbawérws pepisdolar maga oot
11 éni mevrasrij yodvov Aoyilduevov
12 amo xapmdy tis adv O(ed) devrépas Wvd(ixtieww)o(s) 10 dia-

- w

© 00 1 ;

13 gépov oot yweiov aumelix[ov
14 doolv dotiv dgovpndot

12 d

NoTESs :

5. ma(pd) was abbreviated by a diagonal stroke written throngh 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 of Demetrius see M. DREW-BEAR, Le nome Hermo-

polite, 90.

14. For this clause cf. H. Jury, Die Klauseln hinter den Massangaben

der Papyrusurkunden, 42.
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4. P. Lond. III 1315a descr. “ B, 161184

This badly mutilated papyrus contains a fragment of a lease. It is dated
to the reign of the emperor Mauricius (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 = 13.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.viii itself was the dies imperii of Mauricius (cf. R. S. Bagnall - K. A.
Worp, Regnal Formulas in Byzantine Egypl, 58) and as the scibe may
have failed to advance the regnal numeral on this very day (cf. BASP 17
[1980] 62 ff.).

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 o[mopliunc yijc| after mevrijxovra mévre?).
A plot of land of 55 arouras would be rather large, however. A con-
sultation of the tables in D. Hennig, Unfersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im
plolemdisch-romischen Agypten (Diss. Miinchen, 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. 111 32
[cf. A. Ch. Johnson - L. C. West, Byzantine Egypt, 84] is astonishingly
high and may be the result of some mistaken reading).

HEerMOPOLIS 13.viii.584
1 + Bacidelag 1od Gerotdrov 1j[udv delondr|ov] P[Aaoviov Mavguxiov]
2 Tifegiov Néov oi aiwviov a[d]y[odorov adroxpdrogos évovs - -]
3 [i]8] Toiry Meoopn) eindg +
4 +[[]] Adgiidws ITxihic [vide pnTede |

Zoglac yewgyos dmo xdulne] L[ 1
Adoniie B_L;:'rcﬁgog vi@[ @ -1

Tdre dno vijs ‘Eouovalolitrdlv]. “Oulodoyd éxovaicc)
xal adfaérwg pepofdatar [magd oob ép” ooy foi-]

. N1 o »

6 read Bixrdot, viw 10 wé
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9 Aew yodvor Aoyildpevoy ano x[alond|v tijs éoopévns]

10 7erdgrng vd(uxtiwvos) xai adris Jol ]

11 mevmijxovra mévre [...Jeuno...| &v xhijow]

12 x[aldovulév]w lacbandl.... Juevor .. ]

13 #] 1.1 J....be.] ]

14 | T ]
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 @A(aoviov),
avy(odoTov), adroxp(dropog). 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, Meoogr totaxdc..

5. It is also possible that one should read xdufn]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 “Epuovn[o]dcrd[v nldle|ws.
‘Ouoloyd éxovaiwg], but Jole[ seems a slightly more difficult reading
than Jou[. For the spelling of “Epuovnoltrdw of. P. Vindob. Worp 8.22 n.

7-10 For the phrasings used in this passage cf. J. HERRMANN, op. cil.,
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. cil., 76-77). For the kind of lease object see
supra, the introduction. One might consider a reading x[a]lovu[éve]
ITvaebond] as well.

5. P. Lond. ITI 1304a descr. .06 245¢

‘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, magauceivar), whereas on the other hand

the contract itself is called a misthofike homologia (line 6). It is, however,
well-known that in Byzantine papyri the original distinction between
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paramone and misthosis is maintained no longer in a clear way (cf. B.
Adams, Paramone und Verwandle Texle, 25). For baths in the Byzantine
period cf. A. Berger, Das Bad in der Byzantinischen Zeil; (= Miscel-
lanea Byzanlina Monacensia 27, Miinchen, 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 “Ouoioyd [dea Tadrye pov Tijc magovone éyypd-
@ov plioboTixis duoloyias. Likewise, one might insert in line 10
something like edtvyods éoouévnc after zijc. On the other hand
the dicolon éxdv xal memetopévog is of such a fixed nature (cf. H.
Zilliacus, Zur Abundanz der spdlgriechischen 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. Lond.
V 1724.12ff. : &xdvrec xai memeiopuévor dvev mavros 66dov xai @dfov
xal drndtng xal dvdyxns xal cvvapmayijs xal oiacdijmetre xaxovolas
xai xaxonfelag xal mavros élatrdparog xal gadlov diactriuarog
xai mdons vouiuov meoryoapic 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 évduatt tot xvelov xai decndrov *Inoot Xotorod rod Ocod

[sjudv decmdrov PA(aoviov) Mavoixiov Tifepiov Néov tot aiwviov
az"];.lg@"awv adroxpdrogos Etovs Evdexdrov

3 [Mecogn — tijs t. wd(ixtiwvogs v "Epluot ndder tijc Onfaidos.

[ ‘O deiva vidg 16ecog Bad[av)éwg dnd wijs “Epuov

[rdhews Td deive d)mo tijc avrijs podews yaloew. ‘Opoloyd

[6ea tadrns Tijc ,u]gqﬂwrufﬁ; Guoloyiag Exaw

[#al neneiouévos nlagaucival oo fjrot TG 0@ lovred

[

O NS U

[ dno 7ot eioidvrog pnvos Owl Tig
3 OnpPaidog 4 read falaveic 7 Aovrod : ~( ex -ov corr.
143




EGYPTE GRECO-ROMAINE

9 [magodons . vd(xrimvog) Ewls Tot eioidvtos unros O

10 [zijg t. ivd(txriwvos) éxteléoar Ty aldbevtixyy éuny yoeiav
11 [ I.-[ [ [ ) e2eo] Jyevap] ]
12 [ 10etwr dey| | Traces
13 | ].ovoo....... [ 11 leoa
14 [ |Traces | ] Traces
NoOTES :

1. For the invocation see CdE 56 (1981) 112-33. For the regnal formula
cf. RFBE 61, form. 7.

4. It seems likely that ]fecog is the ending of a patronymic and that
the writer erroneously wrote failavéwg instead of falavedc. 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 faiaveds cf. A. BERGER, op.
cit., 122,

7. For Aovtgdy cf. A. BERGER, op. cif., 137; G. Husson, OIKIA
(Paris, 1983) 1571.

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. én’ éviavrov éva? But this
supplement would be rather long in view of the space available).

10. Instead of éxreiégar one could also restore e.g. dmomAnpdoat
11-14. The remains of these lines are 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 Mauricius. His 11th 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.
Amslerdam Klaas A. Worp




