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NOCHMALS 6@etA® + INFINITIV

N. Gonis hat in Tyche 13 (1998) 260, Korr. Tyche 252 anhand einer Korrektur von CPR X 62 auf diese
in Papyri nicht ungelaufige, aber doch immer wieder miBverstandene Wendung hingewiesen, die aus
dem Partizip Priisens von 69eiAw und einem davon abhingigen Infinitiv nach dem Muster yvioig
yaidapiov dgetddvtav dobijvar (SPP VII 1209,1; 8. Jh.) besteht!. Vgl. weiters J. Diethart, Archiv 45
(1999) 58-60. Eine weitere Stelle, an der diese Wendung ebenfalls verkannt worden ist, 1Bt sich
anfiigen: In dem Zahlungsauftrag CPR X 2 = SPP VIII 1125 = SPP XX 150 (608 n.Chr., s. S. 26) ist
demnach in Z. 3 - 7 statt der Lesung des Zweitherausgebers B. Palme napdoyov té ... 0p(el)Ad(uevo.)
npoB(fivair) zu verstehen nopdoyov 1¢& ... 69(ei)Ao(vio) Tpod(fHvor).

Soweit die erste einsichtige Textverbesserung.

Die Papyri bringen an die fiinfzig Belege aus dem 2.-8. Jh., und es gibt auch — warum nicht? —
einige Stellen, wo 0¢eile mit mehr als einem Infinitiv verbunden ist, so z.B. P.Lond. IV 1375,12 (710
n.Chr.): &vBpdnwv cov tiotdv v dpethdviav kateforécBor ... kol kopicacBor thy ... &ndder&v.

Nochmals: Das Sinngeriist unseres Dokuments lautet in der vorliegenden Fassung: nopdoyov 1é
BAnB(évta) eig 10 GAdd(10v) ... kol mep(@)B(éva) év 1 "Apcivoeitt (ko) dp(el)Ad(peva) mpa-
O(fivar). Ich meine nun, daB — wie die vergleichbare Stelle auf dem Londoner Papyrus zeigt — auch
BAnO( ) und mep(9)0( ) vielleicht als auf (das verbesserte) dpeilovta bezogene Nennformen zu
verstehen sind. Der Text diirfte dann wie folgt zu verstehen sein: mapdoyov ¢ BAnB(fven) eic 10
@A1ad(1ov) ... kol mep(9)B(Fvon) év 1@ "Apoivoeitt (xal) d9(ei)Ao(via) npab(fivar). Das besonders
dann, wenn man fiir das einleitende nopdoyov hier die sich wohl anbietende Ubersetzung ,.gib zur
Auslieferung frei* wihlt, denn alle Vorginge erfolgten ja eigentlich erst nach dieser ,,Freigabe*: Die
Frucht (132 Artaben goxf) ist auf das Schiff zu bringen [BAnO(fvan) eig 0 &A1dd(1ov)], in den
Arsinoites zu verfrachten [rep()B(fivar) év 1@ "Apcivoeitt] und schlieBlich zu verkaufen [(xail)
dp(el)o(via) mpaB(fiva)]. Und xoi verbindet ja gleichwertige Teile, eben BAnO(fivon), mep(@)B(fivon)
und schlieBlich npoB(fivon), alle drei Nennformen abhingig von @(ei)Ao(via) — bzw. von dp(et)Ao(D-
cog), wie im folgenden zu zeigen sein wird.

Gegen diese Annahme spriche allerdings, wenn man dgeilw jeweils nur vor der ersten Nennform
fiande. Ob die einzige Stelle, die 6peilw nach der davon abhingigen Nennform bringt, nimlich P.Cairo
Masp. 11 67151,246 (570 n.Chr.): xoi kotd mopdxAnoiv éuh\./ én’ ovtodg k[otoudelv dpeidovtog Tov
Oeolo[1A[Elotalt]ov kovpdr[opa allerdings ausreicht, meine Uberlegungen zu stiitzen?

B. Palme geht auch kurz auf den seiner Meinung nach moglicherweise vorliegenden Kongruenz-
fehler mopdioyov 6 ... pax(iig) (dptafag) ein. Natiirlich kann auch ein bloBer Schreibfehler T statt
10 angenommen werden, den Palme aber nicht in Betracht gezogen hat. Eine Lesung/Auflosung zu
T0<G> ... 0p(e1)Ao(Vo0g) TpoB(fivar) ... dptdPog stellt nur einen kleinen Schritt dar, bringt aber die
~grammatikalische Gerechtigkeit* ohne groBen Aufwand wieder ins Lot.

Infinitiv Priisens begegnet in den Wendungen mit 6¢eiAw ziemlich selten, und wenn, dann vor
allem in Texten aus dem 2. Jh., z.B. in P.Oxy. XLII 3027 (166—169 n.Chr.): pndevog dmexopévou tddv
npaocesBor dgeiddviov oder P.Petaus 49 (185 n.Chr.): eig éxBoAnv épyotdv 1@V O@EAdVTOV
anepyélesbar & yopatikd £pye; aus dem 5. Jh. stammt P.Oxy. VI 904 (5. Jh.): xoi dAlovg tovg
opeiloviag v mapaguloxny Tig nddewg torsicho.

Diese Wendung ist auch auBerpapyrologisch nicht selten, z.B. bei Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos,
De cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae 652: 81& 1@dv xofoallapik@dv tdv dpethdviov Tafidedoot eig 10
nAdipov oder 528: 6 Baoidels ... keheder 1ob eicdEon 1oV dpeilovia npoPAnbBivan paiktwpe oder
auch bei Aetios, Iatricorum liber XII 63, 122: xdyag 1 dpeidovio kanfivan aBpopepds.

Wien Johannes Diethart

I Haben wir es indes mit handelnden Subjekten zu tun, steht der aktive Infinitiv, wie z.B. in P.Wash. Univ. II 102,1
(5./6. Jh.): yvidorg épyotdv ogetAdviav cmeABely ...




REMARKS ON SOME TEXTS FROM AKORIS

In a remarkable volume ‘Akoris: Report of the excavations at Akoris in Middle Egypt, 1981-1992’1
Jacques Jarry (hereafter: J.J.) published in Chapter V, pp. 330-3712, approximately 90 papyri and 25
potsherds (ostraka) inscribed with texts in Greek and Coptic. To be sure, many of the texts published in
this volume had appeared previously in a volume of the Preliminary Reports of the same excavation;
some claimed scholarly attention already earlier (see below on some ostraka). Among these texts, the
Coptic papyri outnumber the Greek papyri considerably; on the other hand, the number of Greek ostraka
is more or less equal to that of the Coptic ostraka.

As the authors of the present note cannot claim any competence in Coptic, they must leave this class
of documents out of consideration. Sometimes, however, they can hardly suppress the feeling (created
by the translations which accompany the Coptic transcriptions) that J.J. presents unexpected novelties
to his readers. E.g.: while years of the Era of the Martyrs are in general not expected already long before
the first such year known to date, i.e. year 502 (= 785/6 C.E.),3 J.J. presents us with the novelty of a
Martyrs era year 314 in Papyrus # 54 (p. 344 + pl. 138) without spending any comment on this
remarkable phenomenon?; moreover, it appears that the year numeral ‘314’ given in the translation can
be found back in J.J.’s Coptic text only under the proviso that in Akoris the ‘Syrian’ way of noting
down numerals in an inverted order of digits was practiced (on this see below, at ostrakon # 13) and that
‘ATT is an error for ‘AIT’. Furthermore, though we lack competence in Coptic, a check of the plate
makes us feel that in the Coptic papyrus # 7 (p. 331 + pl. 127) the end of line 2 of the transcript
(actually, we think that one should count here line 4 on the papyrus) reads xpe@cBau instead of THWT
OYMEPOC = ‘Father Homerus’. Likewise, a check of the plate of the Coptic papyrus # 19 (p. 333 + pl.
129) convinces us, that in 1. 3 instead of €OPTH NXOI>K one should read the Greek phrase T éypd.(on)

un(vi) Xowox [.

As far as papyri and potsherds carrying texts in Greek are concerned, we venture to give below a
few transcripts of our own, based on the plates accompanying the report itself. We wish to stress,
however, that we have not attempted to study each and every Greek fragment in the report in depth and
to offer a complete re-edition of all Greek texts in the volume.

In text 9 (p. 331 + pl. 128) one finds according to J.J. an 81st Martyrs era year, ‘ar M(aptdpav)’;
inspection of the plate, however, shows that one should read here anny[ and that there is no Martyrs era
year to reckon with (let alone such an unlikely early one, with a numeral given in the ‘Syrian’ [inverted]
notation).

In text 12 (p. 332 + pl. 128) J.J. reads Ax]opig év kSppa i oikiag (“..Akoris at the entrance of the
house’) followed in a second line by &]opdArooe o nf ( ‘“insured’); we read on the plate line | as
1 8puov, Boppé tii oixiag ( ‘of the harbor (?), to the north of the house’ and line 2 as 8Jiopépetr cov
100 [.

1 Published under the auspices of the Egyptian Committee of the Paleological Association of Japan, Inc. (Kyoto 1995).

2 On pp. 326-330 one finds some Greek inscriptions published by K. Mochikuzi and H.Takahashi; for these see SEG 45
(1995) 2069, 2070.

3 Cf. Kush 15 (1967/8) 133, pl. 25 (Old Dongola). On the era of the Martyrs see L.S.B. MacCoull and K.A. Worp in
Miscellanea Papyrologica 11 (Firenze 1990) 375-408 and Analecta Papyrologica 7 (1995) 155-164.

4 For an even more remarkable ‘attestation’ of this era, cf. below at text 9.
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In text 13 (p. 332 + pl. 128) we are convinced that instead of J.J."s reading ¢dp(oc) édvi(og ) one
should read ] avdpeav [; probably one may read here either *AAe]€avdpéwv [ or some form of the
noun &vdpedv.

To text 17 (p. 333 + pl. 128) J.J. adds the label ‘Coptic’; he reads in 1. 1 ‘POMITTI < (MAPTYPWN)
H..., rendered as ‘Year of the Martyrs ...8’. A check of the plate convinces us that the text is in fact
Greek and that one can read in this line ]. peyadonp[en-, i.e. a form of the substantive peyoahonpéneio
or the superlative peyohonpenéototoc. The second line of this text does not contain a date [€TIE]TT K6 H
IN[AIK TIWNOC] (= Epeiph 29 of the 8th indiction), but may be read as Jtobg é[ Jmot[éAdovog or Jtodg
é[ Jmot[odagopovg, vel sim.

In text 18 (p. 333 + pl. 128) J.J. reads only Nixa Xot (Xpictog) ‘Christ triumphs’; on the plate we
see remnants of two lines, the first of which is illegible, while the second may be read as ] nepecc].

In text 20 (p. 333 + pl. 129) J.J. reads 6 &yrog ‘Ovvoei{og interpreted as ‘Saint Onnophios (probably
dialectal for Anouphios)’. On the plate we read without hesitation: ] poxdpiog "Ovvoep[; we cannot
tell, however, whether the adjective poxdpiog or the personal name Maixdpiog is meant; likewise, one
may restore a nominative "Ovvogp{ic or a genitive "Ovvoppl[ioc.

To text 31 (p. 335 + pl. 130) J.J. adds, again, the label ‘Coptic’; he reads here ‘69 AF€[NHC ?)",
interpreted as ‘Amen, Agenes?’ (which tells us that AF€[NHC instead of AF€[NHC is meant); turning the
plate by 180° enables the reader to verify our reading ‘Zeviipo(g) otouy(el)’.

Text 39 (p. 339 + pl. 135) is considered by J.J. as a sort of exercise in Greek, in which a monk
repeated some liturgical sentences like homework in order to get used to them. The editor transcribes
(we leave his accents unchanged):

ael ixBug Always Ikhthys (Christian Symbol)
XIo)mp “Evoy Enoch
Téxwp Jacob
aei vika Thoovg Jesus triumphs always
0.0 OV aof me
700
Vv 6oV yours

Again (cf. at text 31), turning the plate by 180° proves illuminating. This action enables the reader
of the volume to see without a problem that the Greek text starts with:
1 1. ‘Epuonoleitou]
2 e [ 1
3 and tiig o] tiig Adpnar [
4 ]  xaipafv
5-6  Remains of two more lines

Clearly one is dealing in this fragment (‘A’) with the opening of a document. Another fragment
(‘B’) in the same handwriting is stuck ‘t€te-béche’ to the top of the fragment transcribed above; it reads:

1 v]opod[
2 afori
3 Jvou
4 1.

Now, if one regards line 1 of fragment ‘B’ as the continuation of line 1 in fragment ‘A’ and then
searches the DDBDP for the word combinations eppomoAitov vopov / epponoAeitov vopov, this yields
the result that in the vast majority of matches such a combination is preceded by a phrasing like ano
kaoung / éroikiov + name, vel sim. To our own surprise, it turned out to be quite exceptional that an
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indication of a title or an office preceded; therefore, we do not wish to reckon with precisely such a case
in the document under review. In the final end we transcribe the preserved remains of the original
document as follows:

1 N.N. éno kaoung N.N. 10]b ‘Epponoleitov [vlopod (or perhaps even: vopod ?)
2 xoi N.N. Iwpag éno tliig alvtilc] ’

3 kai N.N. &no Tig ad]tiic AvpnAie [To./ "Alvov-

4 ] xaipei[v]

5 Jov ped’ & nenl...].{

6 1 Remains of a line

2. The 4 letters before o probably belong to the name of the 2nd sender himself or to that of his
father (or perhaps even that of his mother?). At the end of this line, the same village must have been
referred to as thatin 1. 1.

3. We do not reckon here with a title/office in -tng, hence our present restoration. We read the letter
following AVpnAi- as a (dotted) omega rather than as omikron, hence we take it that here stood the
name of the addressee, rather than that of a sender of a document (who would then have written to 3 ad-
dressees). We are not able to decide whether in view of the available space in the lacuna we should
reckon with a name A]vou-I[Biwv1 rather than with ITalvod-I[gt .

4-5. We take the trace at the end of line 4 as the top of a letter actually written in 1. 5, e.g. as a kappa
(e.g. men[pd][o-]luev) or a phi (e.g. nen[op]e[o-]I[uev, rather than as part of a very broad ny belonging
to yaipewv.

In the section dealing with ostraka (pp. 363ff.) J.J. reproduces among numbers 4-11 some texts
published before already in the Preliminary Report to the Sixth Season of the Excavations at Akoris. As
P. van Minnen & K.A. Worp considered this first edition unsatisfactory, they re-edited these texts in
Tyche 5 (1990) 95-99 and from there the texts were reprinted in SB XX 14692 - 14698.5 It may be
helpful to present the following concordance of these ostraka:

Akoris Ostrakon = SB XX
4 14697
5 14695
14693
14696
14692
0 14694
1 14698

——\OD 00 O\

Ostrakon # 7 (p. 364 + pl. 149) poses a problem. Only so much is certain that most probably J.J.’s
reading

1 - Nixo 'Apé

2 prog Kdopa ¢(6pov)?

3 1 kepatio kai B vooppor Maptiopov Y

4 [wdvng otoiyel

cannot stand. The photo, however, does not seem good enough for improving the reading of 1l. 1 and 4
convincingly. For now we cannot do more than propose our reading of 11. 2-3, i.e.

g]ikoot éntd, yilveton)  x§ ‘twenty seven, total 27.”

5 In the present volume one finds no word of that re-edition. Obviously, one is forced to draw the conclusion that J.J.
considers the texts of the Preliminary Report as ‘final’.
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] xep(dmier) téocap(a) finiov, yi(veton) (xep.) 8 (fjpiov). four and a half carat, total 4.5 car.’
In line 2 it is uncertain whether there is indeed an ink trace (a xepdtio symbol?) between yi(veton) and

xC.

Ostrakon # 13 (p. 365 + pl. 150) is transcribed and interpreted by J.J. as:

BKT paptipav e C 322 (of the martyrs = 606 of our era) 206
Tewpyrogyp e C George 43 206
®1)obeog Bw £ C Philotheos 809 206

and by way of commentary he adds that it remains hard to understand why the same number appears at
' the end of each line and that the meaning of the numbers which follow the names of George and
’ Philotheos remains obscure. He operates here, as elsewhere in chapter V, on the notion that in Akoris,
like in inscriptions from Syria and Palestine, in Greek numerals the single units precede the tens and/or
the hundreds. While disregarding the error ‘e = 6’ there is, of course, no reason to believe that the
practice in Akoris ran counter to the usual practice found elsewhere in Egypt, i.e. that units are preceded
by tens which are in turn preceded by hundreds, etc.6
A check of the plate convinces us that one can read the text as:

= 8(1&) Bixt(opog) Mn(va) vo(uicporiov) (€xtov) “Through Biktor son of Mena [/6th sol.’
i Janiev "Evoy, vo(picuartiov) (Extov) ‘Japion son of Enoch 1/6th sol.’
"Ano]AAdg KoA(Aa$)B(ou) vo(piopariov) (Ektov) ‘Apollos son of Kollouthos 1/6th sol.’

For a reedition of the Akoris ostraka nos. 19 and 20 see the publication by F. Morelli and G. Schmelz in
ZPE 139 (2002) 127-137.

Leiden Nico Kruit

Amsterdam Klaas A. Worp

6 For numerals given in an inverted order see the remarks by B. Kramer in Archiv 43 (1997) 332, note to A. 2; while
there are a few cases of this practice in documents from Egypt, in general it is unusual in this country.

M
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GREEK TAX RECEIPTS FROM LATE-BYZANTINE AKORIS

Below we republish a small dossier of papyrus texts presented earlier by Jacques Jarry in Akoris:
Report of the excavations at Akoris in Middle-Egypt 1981-1992 (Kyoto 1995), Chapter V, pp. 330ff.;
while we refrain from repeating the individual texts presented in the said chapter, we refer to them here
as ‘Akoris # ...". Some other texts presented previously by Jarry have already been the subject of new
editorial work, cf. N. Kruit - K.A. Worp in ZPE (forthcoming). To be sure, Akoris # 31 [ed.princ.:
‘Coptic’; read, however, ‘Leviipog otouy(el)’, cf. Kruit - Worp, loc.cit.] might belong to the same
dossier as the following texts. All of them seem to date from the late VIIth or early VIIIth century A.D.
and apparently contain tax receipts, as administrative officials such as a Siactolelg (cf. below, Akoris
# 32, note to lines 1,2) sign the receipts which refer to various taxes like dvdpiopds, Samévn and
npocBxn and concern payments of:
1/6th sol.: Akoris # 32.2,3,42.4,43'.2
1/3 sol.: Akoris ## 32.1, 37.1 (for dandvn?), 42.1,5, 43'.3, 43'.2,3, 44" .5 (for Sondvn?), 44'.3 (for

npoctim), 83a.2
2/3 s0l.7: Akoris ## 50, 87
1sol.:  Akoris # 44°.6,8 (for avdpiopdc)
2sol.:  Akoris # 83d.

Akoris # 32 (p. 335, pl. 131; the two fragments should be re-positioned in order to present a continuous
text in 1. 2):

1 e ) vou(iopo)t(iov) tpitov, yi(v.) vo(u.) ¥ p(6vov). Kod(Aod)B(og) S[u(actolens)
otoy(el). o]u(olwg) tlo(®)]

2 [odt(oD) v]op(iopo)t(iov) Extov, yi(v.) vo(p.) s* u(dvov). KoA(Aod)B(og) di(actoheve) otouy(El).
op(oiag) 10(d) adt(od)

30 vop(tope)t(iov) €klrov, yi(v.) vo(u.) s u(bvov).

4 ] vacat

1 €A( ): Presumably this is the same abbreviation as in Akoris ## 43'.2, 44'.2,6,8, and 83.a.2, but we fail to understand
what is meant precisely. ‘€A( )’ may stand for some form of #A(aov) [cf. P.Prag. II 140.6,7], but one would not expect
to see this preceded by a single letter/numeral, cf. below at Akoris # 44", 11. 2 (8 €A( )), 6 (o e\( )), and 8 (e eA( )).

1,2 The same KoAAobBog iaatorevs also occurs in Akoris ## 43".2,3, 44".6, and 44"3; for chronological reasons this man

can not be identified with his namesake in the same office, occurring in BGU XII 2143.10 (V®). For the office of a
Sroctodets (also in Akoris # 42.1-5 ['Ayevn] and # 447 [ ‘Eripoyxog]), see J. Gascou in P.Sorb. II p. 61 n. 40.
70(D) ad”(0D): probably one should understand this as “bnép 10 avtod’, cf. the use of bnép in Akoris ## 43".1 and
44'.1; the preposition is also omitted in Akoris ## 432, 44".2,44'5,7 and 83a.1 (cf. also Akoris # 43".3n.). What is
meant by this remains unclear: does it refer to the tax payer, or to the tax? Compare Akoris # 44".4-7, a receipt for a
payment for av8(piopod) by Elias son of Lionte, with Akoris 44".7-9, a receipt for 10D ovt0b". One may link ‘tod
avtod’ with ‘av8(piopod)’ in line 5 (by implication this entails that no tax payer is referred to other than the one
already mentioned earlier in this text in Il. 1 and 4), or with the tax payer mentioned in line 4, 'HA{{A1}ag Aovte
(implying that the unspecified tax he pays for is again aGv&piopdc).

Akoris # 37 (p. 339, pl. 134; ed.princ.: ‘Coptic’, reading ‘ONOM2 ONOMX ON’ = ‘the beginning of a
chant’). After turning the plate around so that the bottom line becomes the top line one may read:

1 3aln(évng) vou(iopayt(iov) tpitov, yi(v.) vo(u.) y" p(évov). [N.N.  otoux(ed).




