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Preface

THE linguistic significance of the Greek and Latin papyri and related
sources has been recognized ever since they started to become avail-
able to scholars in large quantities in the late nineteenth century.
Every scrap of papyrus and every ostracon or tablet unearthed has
the potential to change some aspect of the way we think about these
languages. Such texts have the capacity to modify our understanding
of the classical forms of both languages and for their post-classical
development provide evidence of the most direct kind we shall ever
acquire. The richness of the resource can hardly be overstated.

Valuable studies of the material have been appearing since the
work of pioneers like E. Mayser and A. Deissmann. In recent times
significant progress has been made by James Adams and others in
interpreting the remarkable new Latin finds (for example the Vindo-
landa Tablets). In general, however, the peculiar challenges of work-
ing with these texts have retarded progress. The abundant Greek
evidence has been particularly neglected in the past. The papyri
and related sources may be a rich resource, but at the beginning of
the twenty-first century it remains barely tapped. Further work is an
urgent desideratum. Meanwhile, new texts continue to be discovered,
and technological advances greatly enhance our ability to assess the
evidence.

This book aims to demonstrate the massive linguistic potential of
the papyri and related sources. Their study demands the develop-
ment of fresh methodologies and the careful reassessment of previ-
ous scholarship. A variety of approaches current in international
research will be found here. Versions of most of the chapters included
were presented at the conference ‘Buried Linguistic Treasure: The
Potential of Papyri and Related Sources for the Study of Greek and
Latin’, which the book’s editors convened at Christ Church, Oxford
from 30 June to 2 July 2006. The conference was generously sup-
ported by the British Academy, the Egypt Exploration Society, and
three funding bodies associated with the University of Oxford: the
Craven Committee, the Board of the Faculty of Classics, and the
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Jowett Copyright Trustees. We gratefully express our thanks to these
organizations, to Christ Church, to Brasenose College, and to the
many individuals who offered advice and assistance of various kinds.
In the preparation of The Language of the Papyri we have derived
support and valuable suggestions from a wide range of colleagues.
These include the contributors to the volume, the participants at
‘Buried Linguistic Treasure, many friends in Oxford and at Mac-
quarie University in Sydney, and Oxford University Press’s anonym-
ous referees. Rachel Yuen-Collingridge has played a key role as
research assistant in the preparation of the manuscript at Macquarie
University. Her careful work, especially on the checking of biblio-
graphical references, has greatly expedited the process. A Discovery-
Project grant from the Australian Research Council provided crucial
financial assistance during this phase of the process. We are also
grateful to Charles Crowther, Assistant Director of the University of
Oxford’s Centre for the Study of Ancient Documents, for expert
assistance in handling images of papyri. Finally, it is a special pleasure
to acknowledge the copy-editing and numerous valuable suggestions
of Leofranc Holford-Strevens and the help and guidance of Hilary
O’Shea, Jenny Wagstaffe, Dorothy McCarthy, Kathleen Fearn, and all
others involved at Oxford University Press in the production of the
book.
T.V.E.
D.D.O.
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T. V. Evans and D. D. Obbink

1. THE LINGUISTIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE PAPYRI

Although the Greek and Latin languages have been studied since
antiquity, their analysis was for many centuries based on a limited
range of linguistic material. Up until the late nineteenth century
scholars were dealing essentially with classical literature, as preserved
in late antique and medieval manuscripts, and with the formal
language found in most kinds of inscriptions. The modern rediscov-
ery of the papyri and related sources is therefore a highly significant
development.! The new texts have not only supplemented powerfully
our knowledge within that relatively narrow range of long-known
linguistic types and contexts, but have also greatly expanded upon it.
We now have a vast and diverse body of evidence capable of provid-
ing fresh insights into the nature of the Greek language in the post-
classical period (approximately 300 Bc—ap 600) and the Latin of the
imperial and late periods (approximately 30 Bc—ap 600), as well as a
number of other languages in the Mediterranean and related regions,
and also into contact between these various languages.

The linguistic significance of the papyri was recognized as soon as
they became available in large quantities. Pioneers like G. N. Hatzi-
dakis, W. Cronert, K. Dieterich, A. Deissmann, and A. Thumb quickly
began to exploit the new material. Yet analysis of the language of the

1 On the process of chance rediscovery and the early phases of organized excavation
see E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri: An Introduction, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1980), 17 41.
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papyri has since lagged behind other spheres of investigation, despite
the sporadic appearance of important articles and monographs and
the major grammatical studies of E. Mayser, L. R. Palmer, B. G.
Mandilaras, and E T. Gignac.2 While the Greek and Latin papyri
can fairly be said to have transformed our knowledge of the ancient
world over the past century, one cannot make the same claim con-
vincingly in the specific area of language study. In 1973 Mandilaras
wrote of ‘the difficulties and problems arising from the inadequate
knowledge we have of the language of the papyri’3 We are still dealing
today with linguistic resources of extraordinary richness which have
hardly begun to be explored.

The reasons for slow progress reside partly in the dauntingly im-
mense size of the overall corpus and extent of the data, as well as the
special problems of preservation and accessibility associated with these
texts. The investigator must work with material in various (often very
poor) states of preservation. Its analysis can be highly problematic for
this reason alone. Objective assessment of missing contexts or frag-
mentary remains, for instance, is far from straightforward. In addition,
up until recent times it was often a demanding exercise even to sight
specific items or related groups of texts, either because of their wide
dispersal in modern collections or because of other practical difficulties
of access. As a result, language specialists have tended to depend on
published editions. Some of these, especially the older ones, are incom-
plete, insufficient, or not entirely trustworthy.5

Within the last decade both these problems, of preservation and
access, have been ameliorated to a significant degree by technological
advances. Papyrologists have characteristically been alert to the po-
tential of technology, as evidenced by the creation of electronic
resources such as the DDBDP, the HGV, the Leuven Database of
Ancient Books,® and Trismegistos.” Access to linguistic data has for

2 For brief surveys of research before the 1970s see Gignac, Grammar, i. 41 2;
Mandilaras, Verb, 41 4.

3 Ibid. 43.

4 See e.g. Trevor Evans’s comments on the modern dispersal of the Zenon Archive
and its implications (Ch. 4 below, §5).

5 Cf. Mandilaras, Verb, 43 4; also Willy Clarysse’s remarks on the original edition
of the Petrie Papyri in Ch. 3 below.

6 <http://ldab.arts.kuleuven.be>.

7 <http://www.trismegistos.org>.
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some time been enhanced through lexically based searching of PHI 7
(this can be a blunt instrument for linguistic analysis, but is unques-
tionably a major asset). Digital imaging has now engineered a revo-
lution in the discipline. In theory at least it allows any researcher in
any part of the world to study papyri in far distant collections.
Internet sites such as the Advanced Papyrological Information Sys-
tem,® POxy: Oxyrhynchus Online,® and the Centre for the Study of
Ancient Documents!® offer easy access to high-resolution images.
Their analysis will rarely be a perfect substitute for examination of
originals (except where those originals, faded or damaged, cannot
actually be read with the naked eye), but it has allowed a powerful
forward step for research. Exciting developments have also been
achieved in addressing specific problems of preservation, for instance
through multi-spectral imaging of carbonized papyri or digital scan-
ning of the ink texts from Vindolanda.!! Linguistic research is par-
ticularly well placed to benefit from these breakthroughs. The time is
at last ripe for newly comprehensive research into the language of the
papyri, which will demonstrate the full significance of the material.

The purpose of this book is to show the potential of that material.
It gathers together contributions from seventeen scholars, presenting
a variety of perspectives and methodological approaches. Our ob-
jectives have been to indicate current directions of international
research into the language of the papyri and to provide a stimulus
for future work.

2. MATERIAL, MAJOR THEMES, AND
ARRANGEMENT OF THIS COLLECTION

The terms language and papyri in the title of this volume each have a
broad application. Language here takes in both strictly linguistic

8 <http://www.columbia.edu/cu/lweb/projects/digital/apis>.
9 <http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy>.

10 <http://www.csad.ox.ac.uk>.

11 See e.g. POxy: Oxyrhynchus Online (as at n. 9 above) on multispectral imaging
of problematic carbonized Herculaneum papyri and the Derveni papyrus and non
carbonized Oxyrhynchus papyri, and Bowman and Thomas, Tab. Vindol. 111, p. 14,
on recent advances in imaging techniques applied to the Vindolanda texts.
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subjects and also matters of style, which are the focus of several of the
studies.12 The net is spread still more widely to include treatment of
other topics relevant to linguistic study of the papyri: onomastics,
palaeography, and the ancient lexicographical tradition. Papyri is
principally used with its traditional restriction to Greek and Latin
texts and contrastingly inclusive application to ‘all materials carrying
writing in ink done by a pen’!? But some qualifications are necessary.
No implication is intended that such documents written in Egyptian,
which does receive limited attention in our collection, or in Arabic,14
Aramaic, Middle Persian, etc. lack linguistic interest. Nor are other
types of evidence excluded where relevant, most obviously in the case
of Peter Kruschwitz’s study (Chapter 9) of the Latin wall-inscriptions
from Pompeii (which offer epigraphic data distinct from the formal
inscriptions mentioned above). From a linguistic and stylistic or
literary perspective what is most important is not the material of
the textual artefacts assessed, nor the tools used in writing, but the
linguistic types preserved by these texts. The significance of the
language of the papyri resides especially in the way its evidence relates
to that from other sources, including classical literature.

Nevertheless, the focus of the chapters included in the volume is
essentially Greek and Latin documents under the aspects described
above. The core evidence addressed is that supplied by the Greek and
Latin texts recovered since the golden age of papyrological rediscov-
ery in the late nineteenth century. Many thousands of Greek papyri,
ostraca, and tablets and a smaller corpus in Latin are now known.
The papyri and ostraca were found mainly in Egypt, but also in
various other Mediterranean locations. Much additional material,
especially Latin, has now emerged from as far afield as Britain. The
Greek documents treated in the book range from the third century
BC to the seventh century ap, the Latin documents from the first
century BC to the second century Ap.

12 Cf. T. Reinhardt, M. Lapidge, and J. N. Adams (eds.), Aspects of the Language of
Latin Prose (Oxford, 2005), 2.

13 Turner, Greek Papyri, p. vi.

14 For a demonstration of the linguistic potential of the Arabic papyri see e.g.
E. Grob, ‘Arabic Epistolography over the Centuries’ (forthcoming in Proceedings of
the XXV International Congress of Papyrology).
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The linguistic and stylistic features addressed here relate to phon-
ology, morphology, syntax, lexicon, and onomastics. Concepts of
standard language, and the significance for analysis of genre and
register are specifically treated. The material is highly conducive to
sociolinguistic approaches, which are well represented.!> Chapter 17
lays heavy emphasis on current directions in corpus linguistics. Issues
of language contact are also addressed in several chapters (mainly, but
not exclusively, in relation to Greek, Latin, and Egyptian), including
bilingual interference, code-switching, and lexical borrowing.

Diachronic change, linguistic diversity, and language contact are
topics central to the study of ancient languages, especially in current
research. The language of the papyri allows us important new per-
spectives on each of these topics, and they provide the framework for
the arrangement of our collection. All the essays address one or more
of them, while some could arguably be placed under more than one
heading. Studies of change and diversity are gathered together in Part L.
Studies of language contact form an important subcategory and are
grouped in Part II. The ambitious project described by Stanley Porter
and Matthew O’Donnell in Chapter 17 has equal application to analysis
of change, diversity, and contact. This chapter is accordingly presented
separately in Part III. The logic of arrangement of chapters within each
part is based on rough chronological order, but this has not been
followed strictly. Complementary studies on related topics tend to be
placed together (e.g. Chapters 9 and 10 in Part I, and Chapters 13, 14,
and 15 in Part II).

The contributions of Part I focus on various aspects of linguistic
change and diversity in Greek and Latin. Diachronic change has always
received its share of attention from linguists, but John Lee’s study
(Chapter 2) shows in an exemplary way how our new evidence can
advance its analysis. This opening chapter in the collection is not
specifically concerned with the language of papyri. Lee’s focus is the
grammaticalization of a particular lexical item and he draws on all
available sources to investigate the process. In providing the first sys-
tematic study of the full range of evidence for auxiliary 6éAw during the

15 This in itself ought to provide an important stimulus to study the material; cf.
A. Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes: Aspects of Linguistic Variation in Classical
Attic Greek (Oxford, 2003), 2 on linguists’ lamenting the ‘almost complete lack of
sociolinguistic data’ to be extracted from classical Greek.



6 T. V. Evans and D. Obbink

classical and post-classical periods he shows, however, the special con-
tribution to our knowledge offered by the types of Greek preserved in
papyri and related sources. Examination of this material reveals a
previously unobserved auxiliary function of #éAw. This ‘new’ use, in
the sense ‘(please) do/(please) don’t, occurs only three times in literary
or sub-literary sources (according to Lee’s list of examples). Its infre-
quent occurrence has caused it to escape notice until now, but Lee has
identified fifteen further examples in papyri to confirm the special usage.

Other studies with a diachronic cast are those of Mark Depauw
(Chapter 7) and Patrick James (Chapter 8). Depauw traces the rise of
the metronymic in onomastic practice in early Roman Egypt. His
treatment, which links the development to the impact of fiscal and
social changes in the Roman period, offers a model for judicious
sifting of the complex mass of data one encounters in papyrological
research. James examines variation in complementation to imper-
sonal verba declarandi in the Roman and Byzantine periods. He sets
out the papyrological evidence for the impersonal verbs of declar-
ation Snlodrar and 87Adv écre and offers an explanation for the
decline that has resulted in their absence in modern Greek.

Linguistic diversity in Greek and Latin has, by contrast with dia-
chronic change, tended to be ignored in the past (except in terms of
literary style or bilingual interference). Yet this promising subject is
now beginning to attract serious interest.!6 The papyri offer a remark-
able opportunity for investigation of the language of individuals, of
social dialects, and of regional diversity. This kind of research can be
expected to modify greatly our understanding of the patterns of evi-
dence observed in the large-scale grammars of Mayser and Gignac. Its
development has been specially facilitated by the revolutionary ad-
vances in access to images of documents written in ink as described
above, since the capacity to identify handwriting and text-formats here
becomes crucial.

This can be seen in the studies of Willy Clarysse, Trevor Evans,
Raffaele Luiselli, and Martti Leiwo, which all deal with issues of social
dialect and the habits of individual authors. Clarysse (Chapter 3)
addresses the varieties of language to be found in the third-century
BC archive of the Fayum-based engineers Kleon and Theodoros, bringing

16 See e.g. Reinhardt Lapidge Adams, Latin Prose, 4 7.
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to bear his mastery of the Petrie Papyri (and providing a foretaste of
the improved access to this fascinating material which will come with
Bart Van Beek’s new edition of the engineers’ archive). Evans (Chapter 4)
deals with the contemporary Zenon papyri, and reassesses the means by
which papyrologists identify autograph texts and the language of indi-
viduals, in order to establish a more secure basis for identifications. Both
treatments exploit to some extent the value of erasures and corrections in
these texts for linguistic and stylistic analysis. Clarysse, for instance,
comments on the importance of corrected drafts in showing the process
by which a papyrus letter developed into its final form. The topic
becomes central to the next study, Luiselli’s treatment of stylistically
motivated authorial revisions in Greek papyri of the Roman period
(Chapter 5). His meticulous investigation provides a platform for further
development of this highly promising sphere of analysis. Leiwo, mean-
while, taps the exciting potential of the second-century-Ap ostraca from
Mons Claudianus in his examination of imperatives and other directive
expressions (Chapter 6). His case study of spelling and phonology in the
letters of Petenephotes provides a further exploration of the language of
the individual.

These contributions all address Greek topics. Those of Peter
Kruschwitz (Chapter 9) and Hilla Halla-aho (Chapter 10) focus on
Latin material. Kruschwitz investigates the language of Latin wall
inscriptions from Pompeii, but also contributes an acute assessment
of the general theoretical and methodological issues involved in
addressing linguistic diversity within the different kinds of evidence
explored in the volume. His treatment is complemented by Halla-
aho’s study of linguistic diversity in non-literary letters from various
imperial-period sites, from Oxyrhynchus to Vindolanda.

Linguistic diversity is frequently linked to issues of language con-
tact and bilingualism (as here in Leiwo’s discussion of the usage
of Petenephotes the kibariates), and these topics form the theme of
Part II. By contrast with questions of diversity, language contact in
the ancient world has attracted intense interest in recent times. The
language of documentary papyri has provided valuable fuel for the
discussion, as seen, for instance, in James Adams’s magisterial Bilin-
gualism and the Latin Language (2003). The contributions collected
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in the present volume show that many avenues for research remain to
be pursued.

Brian Muhs’s study (Chapter 11) addresses a fascinating process
reflected in early Ptolemaic census lists and tax receipts, the large-
scale transliteration and translation of Egyptian personal names into
Greek. Muhs observes the variety of methods of translation preserved
in ostraca and papyri and the eventual effects of Greek education on
the process. Ian Rutherford (Chapter 12) explores Egyptian—Greek
bilingualism and bigraphism in the Narmuthis ostraca. He argues
that these challenging texts represent ‘a serious, though ultimately
unsuccessful’ (p. 207) experiment in creating a composite script for
the bicultural environment of Roman Egypt.

Three chapters treat the important topic of Latin influence on
Greek, exploiting the evidence of non-literary papyri from the late
Ptolemaic to Byzantine periods. Eleanor Dickey (Chapter 13) argues
for the identification of two previously unidentified Latinisms man-
ifesting themselves in Greek formulae of request. Panagiotis Filos
(Chapter 14) traces the development of ‘Latinate’ hybrid compounds
in Greek texts. Anastasia Maravela-Solbakk (Chapter 15) explores the
transfer into Greek of a group of Latin technical terms describing
vina fictitia. Together these studies cast fresh light on the complexity
of processes of contact between the Greek and Latin languages.

Francesca Schironi’s study (Chapter 16) has a different focus. She
investigates the paraliterary papyrus P.Oxy. XV 1802,!7 which is a
remarkable example of the ancient lexicographical tradition, a Greek
glossary of rare, dialectal, and apparently foreign words.!® The
ancient scholarly tradition reflected here has much to offer our
understanding of lexicon, among other things. It deserves more
attention from linguists than it has previously received, given that

17 For the application of the term paraliterary, used of technical documents of
various types, see M. Huys and A. Nodar, ‘A Catalogue of Paraliterary Papyri (CPP):
Presentation of the Project) in J. Frosén, T. Purola, and E. Salmenkivi (eds.), Pro
ceedings of the XXIV International Congress of Papyrology, Helsinki, Ist 7th of August
2004 (Helsinki, 2007), 453 61 at 453 4; cf. also Mark Huys’s electronic Catalogue of
Paraliterary Papyri (at http://cpp.arts.kuleuven.be).

18- A monograph length treatment is forthcoming: F. Schironi, Near Eastern Lan
guages and Hellenistic Erudition in the Oxyrhynchus Glossary (P. Oxy. 1802 + 4812):
Introduction, Text, and Commentary.
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lexicography, despite its fundamental importance, remains one of the
more poorly developed areas in ancient-world studies.

Exploitation of new technology is a general feature of these stud-
ies, including highly effective use of electronic search tools. In Part 111
Stanley Porter and Matthew O’Donnell report on the development of
a new electronically mounted tool, a representative corpus of docu-
mentary papyri. Its purpose is to support flexible linguistic analysis
of non-literary papyri, applying the methodologies of corpus linguis-
tics. The project is in the early stages of development and its ultimate
success will depend on the effectiveness of the typology underlying its
marking of data and the degree to which representativeness can be
achieved. Its potential as a resource to support research on all the
themes pursued in the earlier sections of this book will be clear from
Porter and O’Donnell’s discussion.

3. KEY ISSUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

There is much more work to be done on the major linguistic themes
addressed in the present collection. We are dealing with a massive
body of evidence, which has the capacity to transform our under-
standing of Greek and Latin on many levels. One need look no
further than the advances in the study of Latin already achieved by
James Adams and others to perceive how fruitful further investiga-
tion is likely to prove.!? It is therefore worth dwelling in conclusion
on some of the key issues for future research which emerge from
these studies.

The need to reassess our traditional terms and concepts will be
central to further work. Many are in danger of collapse when ap-
proached from a linguistic perspective. This is hinted at by Leiwo
when he observes that ‘There is no clear-cut difference between
private and public/official documents’ in the letters from Mons
Claudianus (Chapter 8 n. 1), while Porter and O’Donnell comment

19 Adams’s special contribution, not only to our understanding of Latin, but also
to our methodological approaches to Greek documentary sources, needs to be high
lighted. His influence on many of the essays included in this volume can be seen in
repeated citations of his series of important studies appearing since the 1970s.
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on the classification of letter types into letters of recommendation
and others, suggesting refinement is necessary (Chapter 17, §5.1.5).

That need arises on several different levels. Thus, the boundaries
between literary, paraliterary, subliterary, and non-literary texts are
not always clear. Text-types are classified both in terms of content
(for example public/official vs. private) or of formal structure (for
example letter vs. memorandum, letter vs. petition, or letter vs.
account). But in various respects these distinctions frequently break
down.20 Similarly, terms like ‘standard’, ‘substandard’, ‘everyday’, and
‘vulgar’ language are commonly used in the modern literature in
more or less vague ways that invite further refinement.

Research into the language of the papyri has much to offer in
sharpening the application of this established terminology. Krusch-
witz’s distinction in this volume, for instance, between what he terms
‘everyday language’ and ‘vulgar Latin’ offers a clear example of the
improved basis for analysis which can thus be gained (Chapter 9
n. 6). This will allow significantly more accurate assessment of the
character of a text, the complex relationship between standard and
substandard language, and the educational level of its author than
has previously been possible. An example of such assessment is
Halla-aho’s subtle conclusion on the different processes lying behind
production of syntactic and morphological features of a single text
(Chapter 10, §5).

The idea of ‘substandard’ language is another which requires
development. We need to have a clear concept of what that standard
is from which it diverges. In the case of Greek in particular this is yet
to be worked out effectively. There has been a natural enough, but
increasingly unsatisfactory tendency to interpret substandard mater-
ial in relation to literary prose of the classical period. Teodorsson
employs Attic inscriptions in The Phonology of Ptolemaic Koine
(1977), but that material too, remote in genre and registers, has
restricted value for analysing many linguistic categories. Far more
apposite points of comparison can be found among the papyri and
related sources themselves. An example is the Zenon Archive’s letters
from Apollonios, the finance minister of Ptolemy II Philadelphos,

20 For a recent discussion of classificatory problems cf. M. Choat, Belief and Cult in
Fourth Century Papyri (Turnhout, 2006), 12 15.
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and from Apollonios’ circle, which provide a key sample of the
standard Egyptian Koine of the time and a crucial ‘control’ for
assessing substandard language in that corpus.2!

Another topic deserving closer attention in future is the relation-
ship between linguistic diversity and language contact. The language
of the papyri is a fertile field for studies in language contact, as
brought out by the relevant essays included in our collection.
Depauw’s comment on the ‘tempting hypothesis’ (p. 126) of Egyp-
tian influence causing the rise of metronymics, however, brings out a
crucial point for such work. As it happens, Depauw makes a convin-
cing case that such influence is not a factor in the rise of metronym-
ics. This should in turn make us think about other causes of change
and diversity more generally.

Bilingual influence or interference has commonly been suspected
to cause all kinds of change or unusual usage in the language of the
papyri. It has always been the easy line of interpretation. This is
particularly so where a feature similar to that being assessed can
actually be identified in another language lurking in close proximity.
Very often, though by no means exclusively, this will in papyrological
contexts be Egyptian. Nevertheless, caution is necessary.22 Additional
to bilingual issues several chapters in our collection bring out other
potentially motivating factors, such as the effects of natural dia-
chronic developments or of levels of education. Here again, sharp-
ening of the distinction between standard and substandard varieties
of language offers a basis for more accurate analysis.

Great scope exists for investigating syntactic developments in both
Greek and Latin during the period of the papyri. James’s study
(Chapter 8) provides an excellent example of the possibilities. With
regard to Greek the continuing lack of a syntax volume in Gignac’s
Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods is
keenly felt, while Mayser’s treatment of the Ptolemaic material is
inevitably dated. The need for future work in this area is pressing. In
fact syntactic, and indeed all spheres of research will now profit from
our growing sensitivity to the process of linguistic change over the

21 See T. V. Evans, ‘Standard Koine Greek in Third Century Bc Papyri® (forthcom
ing in Proceedings of the XXV International Congress of Papyrology).
22 Cf. S. T. Teodorsson, The Phonology of Ptolemaic Koine (Goteborg, 1977), 17 24.
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millennium of the papyri, as seen in John Lee’s recent suggestion that
we ‘recognize a division into Early (III-I 8c), Middle (I-III Ap), and
Late Koine (IV-VI ap)’23

Lastly, the need to exploit technological advances in order to
develop fresh methodologies for linguistic research should be
stressed. Evans’s treatment of the language of the individual in
Chapter 4, for instance, combines prosopographic, linguistic, and
palaeographic analysis. It would not have been practically possible a
decade ago, before the advent of digital imaging.

The essays collected in this volume demonstrate the major ad-
vances which new linguistic research on the papyri offers both
specifically to papyrology and related disciplines and to the general
study of ancient Greek and Latin. We can expect many familiar ideas
about the language of the papyri to be overturned by future research,
and new and perhaps surprising discoveries to be made. That is not
to ignore, however, the deep debt we owe to the great scholars of a
century ago like Deissmann and Mayser, who began the process in
which we are engaged.

23 J. A. L. Lee, “Efamooré\w’ in ]. Joosten and P. J. Tomson (eds.), Voces Biblicae:
Septuagint Greek and its Significance for the New Testament (Leuven, 2007), 99 113
at 113.
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Auxiliary 0é\w

John A. L. Lee

1. THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF 6é\w

The future tense in Modern Greek is formed with fa + subjunctive,
as for example, fa ypddw, Oa ypdiw. This form of expression has its
origin in a periphrasis with §é\w. The ultimate base is #éAw + infini-
tive, with #élw in its original meaning ‘wish to’, which evolves into an
expression of simple futurity. The development is parallel to that in
many languages, among them of course English, in which futurity is
expressed by an auxiliary that originally meant ‘wish/want’; or to put
it in terms of grammaticalization, the lexical item ‘wish/want’ has
evolved along the cline of grammaticality to a grammatical function,
namely, to express futurity.!

The detailed history of the development in the Byzantine period is
not the concern of this paper and will be touched on only briefly. It is
more complicated than one might have expected, and debate con-
tinues on the details. It is not simply a matter of a single line of
development 6élw + infinitive > 6élw {va + subjunctive > 6élw va
+ subjunctive > fa + subjunctive; there are more steps and variants
involved, as shown especially by Brian Joseph’s study, which is a
warning against over-simplification.2 For our purposes, let us simply

1 Cf. P. J. Hopper and E. C. Traugott, Grammaticalization, 2nd edn (Cambridge,
2003), 6 7.

2 B. D. Joseph, Morphology and Universals in Syntactic Change: Evidence from
Medieval and Modern Greek (New York, 1990), 114 59. Cf. Horrocks, Greek, 167,
229 32; P. A. Pappas, ‘The Microcosm of a Morphological Change: Variation in
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note that when the ancestor of the Modern Greek particle first
appears in the twelfth century, in the form e va, it does so alongside
0é\w + infinitive as an expression of futurity: the latter was still in use
and continued to be for some time before its final displacement by
fa + subjunctive.

By the Byzantine period the periphrasis with 8éAw had clearly pre-
vailed over the other, earlier contenders as the means of expressing the
future. The other main contenders, at the end of the Koine period,
were: the old monolectic form; the present with future sense; uéA\w +
infinitive; &yw + infinitive; the aorist subjunctive.> We know with
hindsight that 8éAw was to prevail, but the issue had not yet been
decided.

2. ANEW ASSESSMENT OF THE
EVIDENCE BEFORE AD 600

But where are the beginnings of this development of #éAw? When, in
the period before Ap 600, does #é\w start to show signs of being a
future auxiliary? Where are the examples, and how many are there?
That is the question that I want to (and will) address in this chapter.4

thelo + infinitive futures and éthela+ infinitive counterfactuals in Early Modern
Greek’, Diachronica, 18 (2001), 59 92; B. D. Joseph and P. A. Pappas, ‘On Some
Recent Views Concerning the Development of the Greek Future System, BMGS 26
(2002), 247 73; D. W. Holton, ‘The Formation of the Future in Modern Greek
Literary Texts up to the 17th Century, in N. M. Panayotakis (ed.), Apxés s
veoeA\nvucijs Aoyoteyvias/Origini della letteratura neogreca: atti del Secondo Congresso
Internazionale ‘Neograeca Medii Aevi’ (Venezia, 7 10 Novembre 1991), i (Venice,
1993), 118 28 at 119 20, 127 8; H. H. Hock and B. D. Joseph, Language History,
Language Change, and Language Relationship: An Introduction to Historical and
Comparative Linguistics (Berlin, 1996), 402 5 (Balkan developments); earlier Jan
naris, Grammar, 552 9; A. Thumb, Handbook of the Modern Greek Vernacular:
Grammar, Texts, Glossary, trans. S. Angus (Edinburgh, 1912), §226; G. N. Hatzidakis,
Meoawwvira kal véa EX\qrud, 2 vols (Athens, 1905 7; repr. Amsterdam: Hakkert,
1989 90), i. 197.

3 Cf. Browning, Greek, 33 5. Other less frequent future equivalents are also noted
there.

4 T am well aware of the older usage of shall and will maintained by some, but as
this is not my own practice and is artificial for me, it is not followed in this treatment.
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It is commonly said that 6é\w + infinitive appears as a future-
equivalent in the Koine period. Browning is the most authoritative
voice on the subject. He simply states it as a fact, adding the rider that
it is not common till after 600, but gives no examples.> Browning’s
book was intended as a general survey, without detailed references;
but if we look elsewhere it is much the same. Gignac, in his generally
thorough grammar of the papyri of the Roman and Byzantine
periods, speaks of the ‘increasingly frequent replacement of the
future tense by periphrastic constructions in the later Koine, mainly
by 8éAw {va and the subjunctive’, but offers only two examples (in the
same text, and in fact of 0é\w -+ infinitive).6 Mandilaras likewise
asserts it, but gives no examples.” Joseph simply refers to Browning.8
Horrocks takes it for granted and does not amplify.® Back in 1898
Karl Dieterich did much better: he noted some instances in late
funerary inscriptions, a source which proves to be a rich one when
modern searching techniques are applied; but his observations
slipped out of sight.1°

Besides these there are a number of specialized studies, notably
those of Joiion, Riesenfeld, Rodiger, Schrenk, and Wifstrand, that
offer useful collections of examples (for details see Appendix
I below). But they all focus on their own area of interest; they do not
connect with one another nor study the phenomenon across time.1!

5 Browning, Greek, 34. He goes on (p. 35) to list the numerous ways of expressing
futurity in John Moschos, again without citing examples except one (not of §éiw).
The unnamed source from which these data are derived, E. Mihevc Gabrovec, Etudes
sur la syntaxe de Ioannes Moschos (Ljubljana, 1960), noted (pp. 64 5) only one
instance of §élw as a future auxiliary in Moschos (see under no. 1 in my list of
examples below).

6 Gignac, Grammar, ii. 290, with n. 3. He adds a reference to P. Burguiere, Histoire
de linfinitif en grec (Paris, 1960), but this work yields no Koine Greek examples of
auxiliary 0éAw. Gignac’s examples are at no. 6 in my list of examples below.

7 Mandilaras, Verb, 180.

8 Joseph, Morphology, 114, 116, with nn. p. 150.

9 Horrocks, Greek, 76, cf. 229 32.

10 K. Dieterich, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der griechischen Sprache von der
hellenistischen Zeit bis zum 10. Jahrhundert n. Chr. (Leipzig, 1898), 245 6. See nos. 7
to 10 in the list of examples. The lengthy discussion in A. Mirambel, ‘Essai sur
I'évolution du verbe en grec byzantin’, BSL 61 (1966), 167 90 at 179 88, yields one
example, the same one as noted by Mihevc Gabrovec in Moschos (cf. n. 5 above).

11 Thave not been able to see J. Psichari, Quelques travaux de linguistique, de philologie et
de littérature helléniques (1884 1928), i (Paris, 1930).
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In the lexica there is a certain amount of material, very partial, but
useful as far as it goes. LS] offer a sense I.1. ‘to express a future event,
like our will or shall, with eight instances cited (plus an ‘etc’). The
examples are all Classical, and only half seem to me to be right, but
even so, this is a beginning.!> Lampe also recognizes this sense, but
has only two examples, the same two (with three others) that had
been noted by Sophocles back in 1887.13 The New Testament lexica,
on the other hand, are not aware of the question at all; even the
probable New Testament examples escape notice, let alone others.14
Most surprising is DGE, which has no instances of this sense and
apparently does not recognize its existence.!®

My purpose has been to gather as many examples of 0éAw as a future
auxiliary as I can from all previous sources, as well as those I have
found myself. It must be said at once that the collection is not
exhaustive. While most of the papyrological and epigraphic evidence
has been checked (via PHI 7), I have not done the full examination of
Greek literature that would be possible—though forbidding—by
means of the TLG and would be likely to yield further material. But
what I have goes some way towards answering the question. My list of
examples is presented below, in reverse chronological order. A name in
square brackets after a reference indicates the scholar who proposed
this example (see Appendix I for key to references); if there is no name,
it is my own proposal. Needless to say, all the items in the list have been
thoroughly vetted; I have rejected any suggestions that are open to

12 15], s.v. é0élw. The whole section II is headed ‘of inanimate things’ and
examples of that kind are cited first under II.1.; then LSJ add ‘very rarely of living
things’ and proceed to cite an equal number. The distinction has no effect on the
lexical meaning, but, as Willy Clarysse pointed out to me after my paper at the
‘Buried Linguistic Treasure’ Conference, examples applied to inanimates are strong
proof of the development. On the same occasion Andreas Willi made the somewhat
similar point that the clearest examples will be those where the verb is in the third
person, and not in an if clause (as no. 35 below). The ‘etc. in LS] covers some good
Plato examples that had been in the 7th and 8th edns. but were dropped in the 9th,
leaving only R. 370 B, an unconvincing case.

13 Lampe, Lexicon, s.v. §é w IV; Sophocles, Lexicon, s.v. 0éxw 5.

14 See BDAG, s.v. 0éAw; Louw Nida, Lexicon, Subdomains 25. 1, 102; 30. 58; 31. 4.
J. P. Louw, ‘The Analysis of Meaning in Lexicography’, FNT 6 (1993), 139 48 at 142
specifically rejects Mark 6: 48 (no. 23 below) in reply to me (J. A. L. Lee, ‘The United
Bible Societies’ Lexicon and its Analysis of Meanings, FNT 5 (1992), 167 89 at 179).

15 DGE, Vol. VI, s.v. é0é\w t[am]b[ién] élw.
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doubt. The list is therefore not a list of all the proposals but only of
those that have a good chance of being what we are looking for.

What are we looking for? This needs to be clear at the outset. We are
looking for cases where the usual or established senses of éAw do not
seem to work, where any such sense has faded away to the point where
there is not much left but futurity. By the usual senses I mean ‘wish/
want’ and ‘be willing’; I do not include among them a meaning ‘intend,
as I am not sure that it is clearly established for this word (as it is for
wélw). This fading does not rule out the possibility, even likelihood,
that félw retained some nuance that distinguished it from the mono-
lectic future expressing simple futurity and from other future expres-
sions. But it is difficult if not impossible for us at this distance to
appreciate such a nuance; even to define the usual senses of élw is
notoriously difficult.

In a quest to find any new semantic development, one needs to be
able to produce examples that are better than just possible, but highly
probable (or as John Chadwick would have put it, ‘incontrovertible’). It
is a severe test in this case, because it is in the nature of the phenomenon
that there is gradual shading from one meaning into another, and it is
hard to know in a particular instance whether the meaning really has
shifted from the lexical area into the grammatical.1¢ I cannot claim that
my examples all pass this test, but there are certainly some.

Let us take some samples from the list to illustrate these points. In the
case of no. 38 (Hdt. 1. 109. 4) € & é6é)e.. .. dvaBivar 7 Tvpavvic, it is
hard to see how, with the inanimate subject ‘sovereignty’, the verb can
continue to have its sense of ‘wish’ or any other distinct semantic
content; we are left with futurity. The same can be said of no. 35
(Plato Rep. 423 B) péxpt ob dv é0éAn ... elvar uia, where the subject is
‘the city. These are just two items from the surprisingly extensive
evidence in the Classical period, notably in Herodotus and Plato.

For good examples from much later, consider no. 21 (Aesopi Fab.
142) e mddw €€ dvov immov Béewc éxews; and no. 12 (P. Oxy. XIV
1763. 10) Aéyovce 8¢ S7e | uéxpe te’ Bédoper | é€ebeiv. The latter in
particular seems to be a periphrasis for the future. The context, with
its reported speech and time expression, makes it clear that the
volition of the parties described as ‘we’ is not in the picture.

16 Cf. Hopper and Traugott, Grammaticalization, 6 7, 9.
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In no. 7 (MAMAT 160. 4) dv 7ic Oe|Mjc dviéer, it is not a question
of someone merely wanting to open the tomb; the text envisages
someone actually doing so in the future and suffering the penalty.
All these funerary texts (nos. 7-10, with list) are similar and provide a
strong bloc of examples. We note that the dates are not from the end
of Koine Greek but from the fourth, third, and even second centuries
AD (many are of course not precisely datable). Among them no. 10 (I.
Prusa Olymp. 183. 9) is an interesting variation. The words éav §¢ 7i.c
0[e]|Mjcee stand without an infinitive expressed: it is to be supplied by
extrapolation from dvefodiacTov, ‘inalienable’, ‘not to be taken over,
to give the meaning ‘if anyone shall/does (alienate it, take it over)’ The
simple future-auxiliary function of §é\w seems inescapable.

Included in the list are one or two examples where there is some
doubt. Example no. 32 (P. Hib. I 65. 25) was proposed by Mayser.!”
At first sight one would be inclined to take §é\oper as ‘Twant to), but a
reading of the whole letter suggests that Mayser was right. The writer
is explaining his plans and simply states what he will do to make up
the deficit if he can get some help with the rest. It is not, then, an
expression of a wish but a description of future action. If accepted,
this would be contemporary with no. 31 (LXX Exod. 2. 14) u7 dveleiv
e v Bédewc, which I think is sound.18

In an example like no. 16 (Hermas, Vis. 3. 1. 9) 8élovroc odv pov
kabicar elc Ta defwa pépn, we seem to catch 9élw at the point of
transition. Is it ‘wishing to’ or ‘being about to’? Either is possible. But
the two clearer examples of ‘be about to’ in the same author (no. 17, and
3. 3. 1) tip the balance in favour of the latter.

Two general observations may be made at this point. Quite a number
of the examples are of a past tense (7jfedov, §0éAnca), where I have
translated ‘was going to), ‘was about to. Some overlap or competition
with pél\w, the standard word for this from early Greek onwards,
seems obvious. A full study is needed before any firm conclusions can
be reached about puéA\w in Koine Greek and its relation to §éw, but

17 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/1. 226.

18 Cf. T. V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch: Natural Greek Usage and
Hebrew Interference (Oxford, 2001), 229, where 6#é\w is taken to be ‘mean/intend’:
‘surely you don’t mean to kill me?” My understanding of w1 here as introducing a
neutral question makes a slight difference.
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one suggestion may be put forward here. If we take the New Testament,
where pélw is common (109 occurrences), as a sample, we see that
while péXw is sometimes used like 8éAw (as Acts 16. 27 cracdpevoc Try
puayapayv fueAdev éavrov dvapeiv), it most often refers to the more
distant future (as John 6. 71 od7oc yap éueldev mapadidévar adrdv).
This loss of immediacy could be the reason for another contender to
appear, to supply the meaning ‘be on the point of’.

Secondly, I draw attention to a noteworthy fact: none of the
examples in my collection shows 0é\w {va + subjunctive; all are of
0éAw + infinitive. This is significant in the light of what came later. It
is consistent with the evidence of the continuing use of #éAw + infini-
tive as a future expression in Byzantine Greek. A shift from infinitive
to {va+ subjunctive in this expression appears not to have been a
feature of the Koine period at all.

3. APREVIOUSLY UNOBSERVED
AUXILIARY FUNCTION OF #érw

Before I come to my conclusion on 6é\w as a future auxiliary, there is
another use to be noticed. In the course of this investigation I came
across what amounts to another auxiliary function of #éAw, one that as
far as  know has not been observed before. It was from the search of the
papyri for 8é\w that this discovery emerged; a connection could then
be made to some literary examples not considered in this light before.
A selection of examples is given below. What we see is #é\w in positive
and negative commands + infinitive (rarely imperative) in which the
full semantic content of §éAw has faded and the verb is simply a means
of introducing or in some way nuancing the instruction contained in
the infinitive. The combination appears to form a polite request, but
the semantic value of #é\w itself is hard to pin down. ‘Please’ or ‘be so
kind as to’ are makeshifts and not true equivalents, though they give the
general effect. The development would seem to come from §éAw in its
sense of ‘be willing. The upshot is that we have an auxiliary reminiscent
of the English auxiliary do in ‘do say’ ‘do not say’, etc.
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4. CONCLUSION

Finally, a conclusion on #é\w as a future auxiliary. We have a large
number of examples, over seventy, spread across a time span of more
than 1000 years. How do we assess the significance of this evidence?
What does it mean?

On the one hand, it seems clear that 0éAw as a future auxiliary was
more common than has been supposed. If we apply the argument that
people write more carefully than they speak, and assuming that 8é\w as
future auxiliary was a vernacular feature, it could be concluded that it
was in fact in frequent use in speech throughout the whole time, and
has simply not surfaced much in our evidence. On that basis it might
already have been the front-runner well before the end of Koine Greek.
On the other hand, we find as late as the end of the Koine period, in
reasonably vernacular texts, various other future expressions still com-
peting with 6é\w. Moreover, some of these are not old but new
contenders that had appeared in the middle and later Koine (present
with future sense; €yw + infinitive; aorist subjunctive), thus showing
that no one form had yet established itself. So one might conclude that
fé\w as future auxiliary was never very common, and even by the end
of the Koine period was still some way from establishing the dominance
that it was to gain later. I incline to the latter view, that §éAw was
available as a future auxiliary for 1000 years, but was never more than
sporadic until affer Koine Greek. Though the timespan of #éAw as
future auxiliary seems remarkably long, and one might be surprised
that different, nearly synonymous ways of expressing the future could
coexist for centuries, grammaticalization studies have shown that just
such characteristics are part of the phenomenon.?

Obviously what would be helpful next is a statistical study, in as
large a corpus as possible, of all the ways of expressing futurity up to
the end of Koine Greek. But that is a task for the future.2°

19 Cf. Hopper and Traugott, Grammaticalization, 97 on the persistence of alter
native future markers in English since the time of Beowulf.

20 A recent Cambridge PhD dissertation by Theodore Markopoulos, ‘The Category
“Future” in Greek: A Diachronic Investigation of Three Future referring Periphrastic
Forms), deals with ué\Mw, éyw, and élw from the Hellenistic to the late Medieval
period. I thank the author and others for bringing this to my notice after my ‘Buried
Linguistic Treasure’ paper. My examples have been collected independently.
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Examples

0élw AS FUTURE AUXILIARY

1. John Moschos 19 (M 87. 2865 ¢ p) (c¢. AD 600) [Sophocles; Jannaris;
Dieterich; Lampe]
dwa TotadTnY 0odv Nooviy BAéme mécouc kémouc Bélewc dmoAécar, (e Sa molav
apaptiav Bélete éavrovc dmocTeprjcar ThHc Pacilelac TdV odpavav. dfdAe TH
avlpwméryTe Sua piav dpav dov éxeivov Tov kduaTov Béderc {nuiwbivay
For the sake of such pleasure look how much work you are going to destroy,
see for what kind of sin you are going to deprive yourselves of the kingdom
of heaven. Oh human nature! Are you willing to/going to forfeit all that toil
for one hour [of pleasure]?

See also 184 (M 87. 3057 A) [Mihevc Gabrovec].

2 4. Apophthegmata Patrum (M 65. 76 440) (c. Ap 500)

2. Arsenios 29

... A€ mote payicTpiawvdc, dépwv adrd Swabikmy Twoc cvykAnTikod
cvyyevoic adTol, 6c kaTéAumer adT® kAnpovoulav modny cpédpa rai Aafwv
adT, flede cxicar. kal émecev 6 payicTpiavoc elc Tovc wédac avTod, Aéyww,
SG’OMGL/ cov, M'Y‘] (XL,(:_Y]( al;T'Y}V

...once a magistrianus came to him bringing the will of a certain senator his
kinsman, who had left him a very large inheritance. He took it and was going to
tear it up. The magistrianus fell at his feet saying, ‘I beg you, don’t tear it up.

3. Paphnoutios 1

[(; (ipXLAn(T'T‘]C] cee éyéIJ.LCG 7TOT77PLOV OI’./VOU, KG.I) 7'6 §[¢O( €,V T:ﬁ X€LP£ a,l;TOl;, K'al)
Myer 76 yépovTi éav i) minc, povedw ce. yvoic b€ 6 yépwv 8T évToAny Beod
0édew mouijcat, BouAduevoc adTov kepdiicat, Edafe kal émiev.

[The robber chief] ... filled a cup of wine and with his sword in his hand said
to the elder, ‘If you don’t drink, I'll kill you’. The elder, knowing that he was
about to perform a command from God, and wishing to win over the
robber, took it and drank.

4. Silouanos 1
ral é£eAdvTwv adT@Y, edpev 6 nalnTic adTod Vdwp év 77 060G Kal )0ele mieiv
kal Myet ad1d 6 yépwv Zayapia, vncrela cipepov
After they had set out, his disciple found water on the way and was going to
take a drink. The elder said to him, ‘Zacharias, fast day today!’

See also Makarios 1; 11.
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5. Acta Conc. Ephes. 1. 1. 2, p. 40 1. 19 ed. Schwartz (ap 431)

7 e Xpieriavol Bédovew dvopdlechar of Néyovtec eic dvBpwmov dyiov oic émi
éva 1AV TpodnTdv EdnAvlévar Tov Adyov kal w1 adTov dvlpwmov yeyovévau
AaBdvra ék Maplac 70 cdpa, AX érepov elvar Tov X puctov kal érepov Tov 700
Oeod Adyov Tov mpo Maplac kal mpo aldvwy viov Svra Tob maTpdc;

Or how will they be called Christians who say that the Word came into a
holy man as upon a prophet and that he did not become a man by taking his
body from Maria, but that Christ is one thing and the Word of God, who
was the Son of the Father before Maria and before the ages, is another?

6. P. Michael. 39. 10, 14 (v Ap?) [Gignac]
evunTépa cov | dcbevi, dmolaviv BéMe. | éav Suvachijc cod fdAde | wohecovcwmov.
et pe|Tépac cov elmt dmofaviv @édw. [Punctuation and some accents added]

Your mother is sick, she is going to die. If you can, put... Your mother said
she is going to die.

7. MAMA 1 160. 4 (iv AD?)

ac Radevrivy | Ldv dpovaw alv]|fernca pvijunc | xdpw. dv Tic Be|Ajee dviéev
(= dvoifar) éé[wbelv T0b yév|oluc, é€]m mpoc my|v [ TpudS]av.

I... as Valentini while alive and in my right mind set up [this tomb] as a
memorial. If anyone outside my family shall open it, he will have to face the
Trinity.

8. IG XIV 1563. 2 (Rome) [Dieterich]

Elpiva élncev &y L. éav od|v Tic admiy Bedjen dvopié|as, Tov wélovra aldva
wi kAl mpovopica.

Eirena lived seven years. If anyone shall dig her up, may he not inherit the
age to come.

9. TAMV 1. 213. 7 (aD 261/2)

Gl’./TL( 0€A7§C€L | CKUBG.A)\L/(G.L Td [LVﬁ‘lLa TOl;TO, Gﬂ‘ §€L 7'61/ AW(;A/\(UVG. KGXOAwl.LélVOV
wal T kvplay Avaeirw Sud | Tékva Tékvav, éyova (L. éxy ) éydvav.

If anyone shall foul this tomb, he will incur the wrath of Apollo and the lady
Anais for his children’s children, his descendants’ descendants.

10. I. PrusaOlymp. 1 83. 9 (ii AD)

.70 wnu[ei] ‘ov KATACKEOVACAVT WY | Mapkédac Tic yuvaikoc | avTol Kal
T&w vidw adrod | [ | dvebodiacrov glov] T[D] | mepirrimew. éav 8¢ Tic O[] Mjce,
Sdrcer TH) moAew Tpoc|[T]elpov (Smp.) B xalpere.

...the tomb, prepared by Marcella his wife and his sons, . .. not to be taken
over by someone else, together with the garden around it. If anyone does
[take it], he will give to the city a penalty worth 2500 denarii. Farewell.
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Similarly (total 12): IG XIV 238. 10 [Dieterich]; 625. 6 [Dieterich];
MAMAVI 234a. 6 (c. Ap 275); IGBulg. 1218. 7; III 1. 996. 2; 1. Kios 100. 8;
TAMTI 3. 1086. 5; TAM V 1. 741. 8 (AD 244/5); V 1. 776. 11 (aD 305/6); V 2.
1077.10; V 2. 1083. 7; V 2. 1107. 6.

11. Acta Xanthippae et Polyxenae 7. 25 ed. James (iii AD) [Jannaris]

€l v pou duvatdy, Hledov difaclar Tob kKpacmédov TGV (patiwy adTod, va dw
[L. €80?] Ty eduéveav kal Ty mpdcdeéw adTob kal edwdiav.

[Xanthippe has caught sight of Paul walking in the street outside her house
and says:] If it were possible for me, I would take hold of the hem of his
clothes, so that I might see/know his goodwill, and acceptance, and fra
grance.

12. P. Oxy. XIV 1763. 10 (iii AD, after 222) [Costas; Jotion, ‘Les verbes’]
otmw wéxpt cie|pov T6. whola T dv|vawac ééfNdev | va Suvnldper é€e)|beiv,
kaiTor éuod un|dév Exovroc mpaar | évldde. Myovct 8¢ Stu | uéxp te’Bédopev |
eéeABeiv v fep.

Up till today the grain supply ships have not left so that we could leave, yet I
have nothing to do here. They say that we will leave by the 15th with God’s
help.

€l | ol8ac 87t Bédewc perevéyrar ov | cirov elc ITépa, ypdpov marc | wéldoper
adTov petevéykat.

If you know that you will transfer the grain to Pepsa, write [and tell me] how
we are going to transfer it.

é’8€l. 85‘ T')’\]V AVBL/CLV OJTQ)C [€pOUP'}/779ﬁVaL. C{)( 85‘ WC{,VTG. é’TOLMCL 'f’iV K(ll) KPGI.LV&V
v kSpnv fBedov, péhoc THc TAnc Hrodero kal avBpwrmwy kTimoc.

It was necessary for Anthia to be sacrificed in that manner. When all was
ready and they were about to hang the girl up, a rustling was heard in the
bushes and the sound of men moving.

15. P. Oxy. X 1293. 18 (aD 117 38)

T00TO 00y Evexa Yudv | Tod dAG, évexa TaV kapmlerrdv, | w1y Bejen Tic
deivar pépoc | w1y évévicac.

I'am not doing this [i.e. asking for confirmation of receipt of a previous load
of o0il] on our account, but because of the camel drivers, in case any of them
leaves part [of the load] and does not bring it.

16 17. Hermas, Vis. (ii AD)
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16.3.1.9

Aéyer potr kdbicov Hde. Aéyw adtyy Kupla, dpec Tovc mpecfurépovc mporTov
raficat. 8 cot Myw, pnciv, kabicov. BédovToc odv pov kabicar eic Ta Seéra uépm
oUk elacé pe, AAX évveder wou 77 yeupl (va elc Ta dpicTepa. uépn kabicw.

She says to me, ‘Sit here. I say to her, ‘Lady, let the elders sit first” ‘Do as I
say, she says, ‘Sit.” Then when I was about to sit on her right she stopped me
and signalled to me with her hand to sit on her left.

17.3.2.3

TadTa eimaca fl0edev dmedfeiv mecwv 6€ adTic mpoc Tovc médac HpwTyCa
adTy kata Tob kuplov {va wou émdelfn 6 émmyyellato Spapa.

After she said this she was going to leave; but I fell at her feet and asked her

by the Lord to show me the vision which she had promised.
See also 3. 3. 1.

18. Hypothesis of Euripides, Alexandros. P. Oxy. LII 3650. 29 (early ii Ap)2!
... olTwec YrricBai StadaB[S]vrec vmo SovAov karnéiwcav Ty Erxdfny dmwc
dv adrov dmoxtelvy. mapayevnbévra 8¢ Tov ANéEavdpov Kaclcdv]dpla] wev
éupavic éméyvw kal wlepl TAO]v peAAdvrwy 0écmicev, Exdfn (8¢ dmo]kreivar
0élovca SiekwAvln. lalpalyevd]pevoc 8 6 Opépac adrov dwa Tov kivduvov
Hayrdcln Myew my aAnlear.

...who, supposing they had been defeated by a slave, urged Hekabe to kill
him. When Alexandros arrived, Kassandra in a raving state recognized him
and prophesied what would happen; but Hekabe as she was about to kill him
was prevented: the man who reared him arrived and because of the danger
was compelled to tell the truth.

19 20. Vita Aesopi G ed. Perry; Ferrari (i AD)
19.99. 6

kal ov kapov My Sudpwva Ta {Pa Toic avBpdrmowc, mévnTa dmopoiuevov
Tpodijc émhaBéclar [8e] drpildac Tac Aeyouévac <teperictplac> kal TadTac
Tapiyevew Kkal Twlelv pavepic Tiunc. mdcac 8¢ Twa drpida H0éAncev avTny
amokTeivat. 1) 6€ idodca 76 wéAov mpoc Tov dvlpwmov elmev. . ..

At the time when animals had the same speech as human beings, a poor man
lacking sustenance caught grasshoppers called hummers, and pickled them, and
offered them for sale at a certain price. He caught a certain grasshopper and was
about to kill her, but she, seeing what was going to happen, said to the man....

21 T first noticed this example some years ago at a seminar on this text by the late
Kevin Lee in Sydney. Coles’s translation in P. Oxy. was ‘Hecabe who wished to kill him’;
in C. Collard et al., Euripides: Selected Fragmentary Plays, with Introductions, Transla
tions, and Commentaries, 2 vols. (Warminster, 1995 2004), ii. 50 1, it is ‘Hecuba, who
was ready to kill him’. There is no comment on #élovca in either edition.
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20.91.9

1) v 0dv 1700 cnuelov Adcic éctiv alTy mdvTwc Tic TGV BacilevdvTwy Bedjce
dudv Ty élevleplav KaTadovddcar kal Todc véuovc drkupdcar Kol
émicppayicar 77 L8in Svvdpuet.

The interpretation of the sign is this: one of the reigning kings will for
certain reduce you from freedom to slavery, nullify your laws, and put the
stamp of his power on you.

21. Aesopi Fab. 142 ed. Chambry, Twmoc kal crparidhtyc

67€ 8€ 6 méAepoc kaTémavcey, elc SovAelac Twac kal pdpTovc Papeic 6 immoc
< / ¢ \ ’ ’ > / e 4 3> 7 \ 4
vmovpyet. ... wc 8€ maAw méAepoc Nrodcln kal v cddmyé épdiver, Tov immov
xaAwdcac 6 decréTnc kal avToc kabomAicheic éméBn. 6 8¢ cuvexdc katémimTe
undév icxbwv é€pn O ¢ decméty dmele pera TV meldv [Tav] STty
dpTL <V yap dd’ immov elc dvov pe peTemoincac kal mdC mdlw é¢ Gvov Immov
Oédec éyew;

When the war ended, the horse served at various tasks and carried heavy
loads. ... When war was declared again and the trumpet called, the master
put the bridle on the horse, put his armour on and mounted. But the horse
continually fell down because he had no strength. He said to his master: ‘Go
with the foot soldiers now. You turned me from a horse into a donkey; how
will you get a horse again from a donkey?

22 26. New Testament (i AD)
22. Matthew 26. 15

Té7€ Topevlheic elc TV dchdexa 6 Aeyduevoc Tovdac IckapidhyTyc mpoc Todc
a’pXLepefc elmev, T( Oéleré ot Sodvat, Kdyd) l;IJ,[V Trapa5u')(w adTov;

Then one of the Twelve called Judas Iscariot went to the chief priests and
said, ‘What will you give me and I will hand him over to you?’

23. Mark 6. 48 [Turner; Schrenk; Jotion, ‘@é)ew’; Taylor; Bratcher and Nida; al. ]
kal 8wy adTovc PBacavilouévovc év T éladvew, fv yap 6 dvepwoc évavrioc
adToic, mepl TETAPTNY puAakny THC VUKTOC EpXETaL TPOC AVTOVC TEPLTAT®Y €l
jc Baddccne wai fi0edev mapeAfeiv adroic. of 8€ (6dvTec avTov émi Tihc
faddccnc mepumatoivra €dofav 8Ti pdvracud éctw, kal avéxpatav

Seeing them struggling in their rowing, since the wind was against them,
about the fourth watch of the night he came to them walking on the sea; and
he was going to go past them, and when they saw him walking on the sea
they thought it was a ghost, and cried out.

Cf. John 6. 21 [Riesenfeld; Schrenk]
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24. John 1. 43 [Riesenfeld; Schrenk; Joiion, ‘@élew’]

77 émavpiov Nhédncev ééeleiv eic v INallalav kal edplcker Pimrmov. Kal
Aéyer b1 6 Incodc, dkolovfer pot.

The next day he was about to go out into Galilee and he finds Philip. And
Jesus says to him, ‘Follow me”.

25. Acts 14. 13 [Riesenfeld; Schrenk]

... ékdAovv 1€ Tov BapvaBav Ala, ov 8¢ Iladrov Epuijy, émeidr) adroc v 6
Nyoduevoc Tob Aéyou. 8 Te Lepevc Tob Awoc Tob SvToc mpo Tijc méAewc Tadpovc
kal créupata éml Tovc muddvac évéykac cov Toic Sylowc fledev Bew.
drotcavrec 8¢ ol dmdcrolot BapvaBac wal ITadloc, dwapprifavtec Ta {pdria
adT@v éemidncav elc Tov bxAov kpdlovtec kal Aéyovrec, dvdpec, Tl TadTa
TOLELTE; . . . kal TabTa AéyovTec uéAic katémavcav Todc SyAovc 1o un Blew
adToic.

They called Barnabas Zeus and Paul Hermes, since he was the leader in the
speeches. The priest of Zeus Before the City brought bulls and garlands
to the gateway and together with the crowd was about to offer sacrifice.
The apostles Barnabas and Paul, when they heard of it, tore their clothes
and leapt into the crowd crying out and saying, ‘Men, why are you doing
this?...” With their words they barely stopped the crowd from offering
sacrifice to them.

26. Acts 19. 33

éx 8¢ 1ol 8xAov covefiBacav ANéEavdpov, mpofaldvrwy adTov T Tovdaiwy 6
8¢ ANé€avdpoc katacelcac iy yeipa f0elev dmodoyeicOar 76 Srjucw. émvyvévTec
8¢ &7t Tovdaidc éctw, pwvy éyéveto pla éx mdvrwv e éml dpac dvo
kpaldvtwv, peydn v Aprepic Edeciwr.

Some of the crowd instructed(?) Alexander, whom the Jews put forward.
Alexander motioning with his hand was about to make a defence to the
popular assembly. But when they realized he was a Jew, with one voice they
all cried out for about two hours, ‘Great is Artemis of the Ephesians!’

27. Test. XII Patr., TReub., 1. 7 ed. De Jonge (c. Ap 50?) [Sophocles; Jannaris;
Lampe]

Ayw yap Suiv, 81 évémdnéé we mAnyny peydAny év Taic Aaydcd pov émi ufivac
éntd wkal € un Taxwf 6 matnp Yuov mpocyiéaro wepl éuod mpoc Kdpiov, 67t
f0eXe Kipioc dvedeiv pe.

I tell you that he struck me with a great affliction in my flanks over seven
months, and if Jacob our father had not prayed for me to the Lord, [I tell
you] that the Lord would have destroyed me.22

22 In their translation, H. W. Hollander and M. De Jonge, The Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs: A Commentary (Leiden, 1985), supply ‘I would have died’ before
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28. P. Oxy. LV 3806. 7 (aD 15)

[...Jwviov dvamAéovroc avarykaiov éyvwv d[c#](ﬂ [ca]cBai ce dua. ypamTod kai
maparxaléccar ce ypddew | pou mepl dv éav Bédyc. Ndicta yop movjcwe. T |
48eA(¢pd) cov kara éxdcrny fuépav mapedpedw, | wy Béder émicroddc cou
méwpar. 76 8typa Tob | [€]pdlov Sifov DloiTi kal ypdifov por G (= €l)
dpéc|rer adri 7 od.

Since... onios is sailing up I decided I must greet you in writing and ask
you to write to me about what you want, for I will gladly do it. I apply to/
attend on your brother every day in case he will send you letters. Show
Philous the specimen of the wool and write and tell me if she likes it or not.

29. LXX Tobit 3. 10S (ii Bc?) [Schrenk]

&v 1 Yuépa éxelvy éhvmiln v 11 Yuxh ral éxdavcev kal davafdca eic TO
vmep@ov 100 maTpoc avTic f@éAgcer dmdyéaclar. kai mdAw éloyicaTo ral
Aéyel, pimore dvebicwew Tov matépa pov.... XpnapwTepdy pol éctw u
amdyéaclar, aAa Senbijvar Tod Kuplov dmwc dmofdvaw. ...

On that day she was grieved in her soul and wept, and she went up to her
father’s upper room and was going to hang herself. And she considered again
and said, ‘Never let them reproach my father. ... Better for me not to hang
myself but to pray to the Lord that I might die’

30. LXX Tobit 6. 155
NKovCa OTL €TTTA 7]87] 680077 (IVSP(ICLV) Kot (177600.1/01/ €V TOLC VUM¢wCLV avTwy
)V vUKkTa, 0TéTE €lcemopevovTo mpPoc avTiy, kal dmébvyciov. kal Yrovca
AeySvrwv adTdv 8Ti Sawudviov dmokTévver avTovc. kal viv dofoluar éyw, ST
a7 ok Adikel, AAX bc av Bedjcn éyyicar adTic dmorTévver adTdv. ..
I have heard that she has already been given in marriage to seven men and they
died in their bridal chamber, on the night when they went in to her they would
die. And I heard it said that a demon kills them. And now I am afraid, because
[the demon] does not harm her, but whoever comes near/wants to come near
her it kills.

Cf. AB d7v Sawudviov el adriy, 6 odk ddikel ovdéva AR TV
mpocaydvTwy avTy. Because a demon loves her, who does not harm anyone
except those who approach her.

31. LXX Exod. 2. 14 (iii Bc)
mepiBredpevoc 8¢ HOe kal boe oy 6pd 0vdéva kal mardéac Tov AlydmTiov
Expuper adTov v T dupw. éfeNwv de 11 juépa TH Sevtépg opd Svo dvdpac

‘EBpaiovc Swamdnrtilopévovc kal Aéyer 7 ddikodvTi, dia 7{ cv TUTTELC TOV

the 67. clause, rendered ‘because the Lord wanted to kill me’. Such a supplement is
unnecessary if #é\w has the auxiliary use (which they may not have considered).
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mAnciov; 6 8 elmev, Tic ce katécTycev dpxovTa kal SikacTny € Nudv; uy
avedeiv pe cd Bédewc, Sv Tpdmov dveilec éybéc Tov AlyimTiov;

He looked this way and that, and saw no one, so he struck the Egyptian and
buried him in the sand. Going out the next day he saw two men, Hebrews,
fighting. He said to the one who was doing harm, “Why do you strike your
neighbour?” He said, ‘Who appointed you ruler and judge over us? Are you
going to kill me the way you killed the Egyptian yesterday?’

32. P. Hib. 1 65. 25 (c. 265 BC) [Mayser]

[0éX] opev 0By &y 8|[polciov Tov Aowmov | [cuv]ayopdcar cil[To]v iva un[fe]v |
[elc é]ue deTeprient.

[The writer has asked the recipient for help in supplying part of the grain he
owes and explains how he will obtain the rest:] I want to/am going to
purchase the remainder of the grain from the state, so that there may be
no arrears against me.

33 35. Plato (iv BC)
33. [Plato], Alkib. 1 122 p [Wifstrand]

- v ey \ , , . ;e \
ToUTO pev yap el é0éeic Tovc Aaredaipovimy mAovTouc (8eiv, yvadcn 6Tt oD

TavBdde T éxei éNelmer.

For in this matter, if you consider the wealth of the Lacedaemonians, you
will recognize that things here are very much inferior to those there.

34. Protag. 334 B [Wifstrand]
? \ < 7’ 4 -~ -~ ~ \ (¥4 > \
...oflov kal v kémpoc, mavtwy TAV Purdv Taic pev pillawc dyalbov
/. > 07’ 3 \ \ ’ \ \ ’ -~
mapafallopérn, € 8 é0élowc émi Todc mrépbovc kai Tovc véouc rkldvac

émBdew, mavra dméAvcw.

... as for example dung, which when applied to the roots of any plants is a
good thing, whereas if you were to put it on the young shoots and twigs it
destroys all.

35. Rep. 423 B [LS7, LS8]
7ic, €pm, Spoc; oluwar uév, jv § éydy Tévde wéxpt ob dv 0éln adéouévy elvar
wia, uéxpt TovTov abéew, mépa 8€ uij.
‘What measure?” he said. ‘In my opinion this one’, I said: “To the point where
[the city], while increasing in size, will still be one, to that point will [the
guardians] let it grow, and no further’.

See also Theaet. 162 E; Parm. 158 c; Alkib. 1 122 B, c; Charm. 174 c; Lysis
217 A, ¢; Meno 71 a; Hipp. Mi. 373a; Rep. 581 c [all Wifstrand]; 436 B [LS?,
Ls8].



Auxiliary §élw 31

36. Aristophanes, Wasps 536 (422 Bc) [LS7, LS8; Jannaris; LSJ]23

opdc yap dc col puéyac éctiv dywv

Kal TepL TOV TAVTWY,

elmep 6 p) yévouro

viv é0éler kpaTijcac.

[Chorus to Bdelykleon:] You see how great the contest is for you and how
everything is at stake, if he wins now which I hope won’t happen.

37. Antiphon 4. 2. 7 (v Bc) [Rodiger]

Wc uév odv od Sikaiwc karnyopodpal, émdédewktal pwor €0édw € Todc
KaTyopodvTdc pov macw olc éyralolcy évdyovc avrovc dvTac dmodeifad.
That T am unjustly accused I have demonstrated; but I will show that my
accusers are themselves liable to all the accusations they bring against me.

38 40. Herodotus (v BC)
38. 1. 109. 4 [LS]]

3Q> 3/ / / 3 \ ’ / k] -~ < /7
€l & é0éAew TovToU TeAevTYCavTOC éC TN QuyaTépa TadTyy dvaBivar 1) Tupavvic,
TNC VYUY TOV ULOV KTELVEL SL EUEY G.AAO TN A€L7T€T(1L TO €V0€UT€V €Ol KLVSUVCUV o
wéyicrocs
If on his death the sovereignty passes to this daughter, whose son he is now
killing by my hand, am I not hereafter in extreme danger?

39. 2. 14. 1 [Waddell]

el cdu Bédot, e kal mpdTepov elmov, 1) xpn 1) éveple Méudioc (adTy ydp éctu
1) adéavouévn) kata Adyov Tod mapoLyopuévov xpévov éc Tifoc atvédvechat, dANo
71 of TavTy olkéovrec Alyvmriwy mewrjcovct. . . ;

If, as I said before, the land below Memphis (this is the part that is
increasing) should increase in height at the same rate as in the past, isn’t it
inevitable that the Egyptians who live there will go hungry...?

40. 9. 89. 2
6 8¢ AprdaBaloc yvovc 67, € é0éder ch macav Ty dAnlelny TAV dydvwy
elmely, avTdc Te kwdvvelcer amoléchar kal 6 ‘LLET’ adT0od chaTéc, v
Artabazos, realizing that if he were to tell them the whole truth about the
battles, he and his army would be in danger of destruction, ...

See also Hdt. 1. 32.3;2. 11. 4 [LSJ]; 2. 99. 3; 3. 12. 1; 7. 10d. 2 [Rédiger]; 7.
49. 4 [LS]].

2 The source lies earlier: this example is noted in the Paris edn. (1831 65) of
Stephanus’ Thesaurus.
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41. Sophocles, Ant. 1040 (v Bc) [Rodiger]
Tdew & éxeivov odyi kpliee,
0138) GL, oéAO’UC, D[ Z'T]Vé( aL’€TOI) BOPU‘.V
pépew vwv apmdlovrec éc Adidc Bpdvouc,
[Creon to Teiresias:] You shall not bury that man, not even if Zeus’s eagles
seize him as food and carry him to Zeus’s throne.

42. Aeschylus, Cho. 851 (458 Bc) [Rodiger]
Xo. frobcaper uév, muvldavov 8¢ Tawv Eévwv
écw mapedv. oddev dyyélwv cfévoc
Wc avTov avTdv dvdpa mebbecOow mapa.
Al ety eNéyéar T €D Bédw Tov dyyedoy,
el adroc Gy Ovijickovroc éyyiley mapdm,
elr’ é¢ duavpdc kAnddvoc Aéyer paldv
Chorus: We heard the story; but you pass inside and learn [it] from the
strangers. There is no strength in messengers’ reports like learning in person
from them.
Aegisthus: I will see and examine well the messenger, whether he himself was
present close by when [Orestes] died, or tells by learning from an uncertain
report.

Cf. also Sophocles, OC 1291 (end of v Bc); Euripides, Or. 770 (408 BC);
Aeschylus, Cho. 904 [all Rodiger].

0é\qcov, Bedrjcare = ‘(PLEASE) DO’

P Ant. TIT 197. 2 (vii AD) feMjcare crpdcar 7@ mapdvr(r) dwb(pdmw) |
avepyo(puévw) (mmap(ia) tpia. ..

Please saddle three ponies for this man who comes up...

P. Cair. Masp. 167061. 1 (vi AD) feljcare odv mapaxpipla TovTo] | morfigar.
P. Oxy. X 1300. 5, 8, 9 (v AD) 8éAycov odv, kbpa puijryp, dmoctile. .. 8éAncov
0By, klpa wijTnp, dyo|pdce. .. kal 8éX[q]cov AaBiv 76 kovkAw. ..

P. Oxy. XVI 1941. 5 (v AD) 8élq|cov dmocmijvar Tic yewp|yiac unxavic
Grdpovoc. ..

SB VI 9158. 20 (v AD) 8élqcov 8¢ év d|ye éfamoctidar | 16 cnuiov | pm
Srvovuévn, | dpu, odk Eyoluev elc mepe|clav (= dmyp ).

Do send the signet quickly without delay, mama: we don’t have one to use.
BGU III 948. 11, 13, 18 (iv v AD) 8éAqcov odv méuipev pot. .. 8éAncov odv |
mouicev pot . .. Bédncov . .. dyopdcw (= ew) por...

P. Oxy. X1V 1776. 6 (late iv AD) 8éAncov Scov | xprlovct &v e cirw 7 | 6€ouc

mapdcyov adToic. . .
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Aesopi Fab. 40 (ed. Chambry) 0éAqcov odv Tovc éumpocbiove médac épeicar 7
Tolxw, dpfdicar 8¢ Ta KépaTa, dvadpapoica 8¢ éyw Kal cé dvacmdcw.

Just rest your front feet against the wall and hold your horns up, and I will
run up [out of the well] and pull you up too.

w1 Bedijenc (uy 0éanc), un Bedjcnre = ‘(PLEASE) DON'T

P. Oxy. LIX 4005. 1 (vi AD) p7 Oeljcyc undepwiov ¢povridav éxew mept tic
Nudv ddeddiic Maplac, cod 8¢ | couBlov. odk éoduer (= édper) ydp, Tod Beod
BéovToc, avTny denbival Twoc. ..

Don’t have any concern about our sister Maria, your wife. For we will not,
God willing, allow her to want for anything.

Acta Conc. Ephes. 1. 1. 2, p. 68 1. 14 ed. Schwartz (AD 431) el 6é)ere drobcad,
Ncvyxdcate wkal pavfdvere un Oeljcnre éumodicar Toic Aeyouévoic, dAda
parpobupiicate, va Ta pripata drpBadc drovcnTe.

If you are willing to hear, keep quiet and learn; do not obstruct what is being
said, but be patient. ..

P. Amh. 11 143. 16 (iv AD) uy 06)\1ﬂc:r)c 00V, KUpLE, iive G’K‘TC\)( NV atpiov dia
T | dopuny Tob U8atoc | elva Sqvnbduev | moricar T[]y wéyav kij|pov.
Don’t stay away from us tomorrow, sir, on the pretext of the water, [but
come] so that we can irrigate the large field.

P. Wisc. 11 74. 5, 20 (iii iv AD) «kai mdvor (= mdvv) xplav éxw{ Juev 714
mapovciy cov. ) Be|lMjene obv mapauivar mapd cow 06 car dmavTi|car mpoc
dudc (= fudc) kal drodécwper Ty | olklay judv. .. w1y 0édge dpadicar kal
Jcrepa petaped)<c>7nc.

P. Flor. 11 210. 9 (AD 255) dAa w1 Oedjene pow méulihe d€oc Kkal yap évroldc
écxov | Sua Tob émctoldlov mapa Tod | e[dc] yrjpovoc.

Tobit 4. 5AB, simil. S 7dcac Tac Huépac, madiov, kvplov 106 Beod Hudv

/. \ \ 4 ¢ 4 \ ~ \ 3 \ 3 -~
pvnuéveve kal un Bedjcyc duaprdvew kal mapafijvar Tac évrodac adTol

Appendix I: Key to Short References in the List of Examples

The following expansions act as a key to the names given in square brackets
in the list of examples (see also Abbreviations). Short references are given for
works already cited in the footnotes.

Bratcher Nida = R. G. Bratcher and E. A. Nida, A Translator’s Handbook on
the Gospel of Mark (Leiden, 1961).

Costas = P. S. Costas, An Outline of the History of the Greek Language: With
Particular Emphasis on the Koine and the Subsequent Stages (Chicago,
1936).

Dieterich = Dieterich, Untersuchungen (see n. 10).

Gignac = Gignac, Grammar.
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Jannaris = Jannaris, Grammar.

Jotion, ‘Gérew’ = P. Joiion, ‘@é)ew au sens d’ “étre sur le point de” dans Jean
1, 43’ RSR 29 (1939), 620 1.

Jotion, ‘Les verbes” = P. Joiion, ‘Les verbes Bodlouat et §édw dans le Nouveau
Testament’, RSR 30 (1940), 227 38.

Lampe = Lampe, Lexicon.

Mayser = Mayser, Grammatik.

Miheve Grabovec = Mihevc Grabovec, Etudes (see n. 5).

Riesenfeld = H. Riesenfeld, Zum Gebrauch von 0é\w im Neuen Testament
(Uppsala, 1936).

Rodiger = R. Rodiger, ‘Bovdopar und é0éAw’, Glotta, 8 (1917), 1 24.

Schrenk = G. Schrenk, ‘0éAw, 0éAnua, 8éAncd, in G. Kittel (ed.), Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament, trans. and ed. G. W. Bromiley (Grand
Rapids, 1964 76), iii. 44 62.

Sophocles = Sophocles, Lexicon.

Turner = C.H. Turner, ‘Marcan Usage: Notes, Critical and Exegetical, on the
Second Gospel’, JThS 28 (1927), 349 62.

Waddell = W.G. Waddell (ed.), Herodotus, Book II (London, 1939).

Wifstrand = A. Wifstrand, ‘Die griechischen Verba fiir wollen, Eranos, 40
(1942), 16 36.
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Adrados, F. R., ‘Sobre los origenes del vocabulario atico. I, Emerita, 25
(1957), 81 121.

Braun, A., ‘Nota sui verbi greci del “volere”’, AIV 98 (1938/9), 337 55.

Fleischman, S., The Future in Thought and Language: Diachronic Evidence
from Romance (Cambridge, 1982).

Fox, W., ‘Boddecfar und (é)0éxew’, Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift, 37
(1917), 597 606; 633 9.

Pinkster, H., “The Development of Future Tense Auxiliaries in Latin) Glotta,
63 (1985), 186 208.

Zerbos, 1. S. (ed.), Méya Aeéwcdv s EANyiciis I'Adaans (9 vols.; Athens,
1953).
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Linguistic Diversity in the Archive of the
Engineers Kleon and Theodoros

Willy Clarysse

1. INTRODUCTION

The archive of the architecton Kleon and his successor Theodoros was
discovered in 1899 by Flinders Petrie in mummy cartonnages in the
cemetery of Gurob at the entrance to the Fayum. It was published by
Mahaffy in P. Petr. 1(1891) and P. Petr. IT (1893) and partly republished
by Smyly in P. Petr. III (1905).! Though the three Petrie volumes are
rather unsatisfactory and extremely cumbersome to use, they have
remained the standard edition until the present day. Within the Leuven
project of re-edition of the Petrie Papyri, Bart Van Beek has now
finished a re-edition of the archive.2 All originals have repeatedly
been checked in Dublin, London, and Oxford. The final publication
will appear in 2010 in Collectanea Hellenistica, a series sponsored by
the Union Académique Internationale.> When it comes out, P. Petr. III
42 and 43, with their many subdivisions, will disappear, but the new
edition will also incorporate texts that were thus far not considered part
of the archive of Kleon, and a lot of unpublished fragments. The
number of texts has nearly doubled to 120, but many of these are
mere fragments and not useful for the present study, which will mainly

1 On the editio princeps of the Petrie papyri and its faults, see E. Van 't Dack, ‘On
a Re Edition of the Petrie Papyri, AncSoc 3 (1972), 135 47.

2 For a short description of the archive and a list of the sources search for ‘Kleon’
under ‘Archives’ on the Trismegistos website (http://www.trismegistos.org).

3 See now http://www.uai iua.org/english/projects/proj index en.asp., where a
description is found with a list of volumes under no. 72.
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deal with syntactical features visible only in fully preserved sentences
(see the Appendix below for the new numbers which texts discussed
here will have in Van Beek’s forthcoming edition).

The archive mainly deals with the engineering activities of Kleon
and his successor Theodoros between 264 and 237 Bc: works on the
irrigation canals and in the stone quarries in the Fayum. I shall not
consider the accounts, nor the contracts for repairing canals: the
former hardly contain any material for the study of syntax, the latter
are written by professional scribes according to fixed formulae and
therefore too far away from the spoken word.

My source material is the following texts:

(i) the private letters from Kleon’s wife Metrodora and his sons
Polykrates and Philonides, who lived in Alexandria (15 letters);

(ii) the letters addressed to Kleon and Theodoros by official col-
leagues in the Arsinoites (75 letters);

(iii) the petitions addressed to Kleon and Theodoros by workmen,
mainly quarrymen (5 petitions);

(iv) the letters written in the offices of the engineers (12 items, drafts
and registers of outgoing correspondence).

I have compared the language of the family letters, most of which
were commented upon in Witkowski, Epistulae nos. 1-10, with the
papers Kleon and Theodoros gathered in their official function as
engineers in the Arsinoites. Some of these are perfect examples of
carefully worded officialese, whereas others come from lower-class
Greeks and from Egyptian stonecutters and present a rather different
kind of Greek. The drafts written in Kleon’s offices allow us to see
how a letter received its final form. I shall pay special attention to
syntax and to the use of connecting particles, which may be a
measure of the level of Hellenization, but sometimes also of the
care which the writer spent on his product.

2. PRIVATE CORRESPONDENCE

First the private correspondence. There are about ten letters from
Kleon’s sons, Polykrates and Philonides, and two from his wife
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Plate 3.1. P. Petr. I 30: Letter from Polykrates to his father (Kleon)

Metrodora. The family letters use the polite introductory phrase xaAdc
wOLﬁceLc €l e"ppwcaL v e’ppu’)p,eea O€ Kal 'f]p,efc, and both Polykrates and
Philonides end their letters with the respectful edrdye:, which is nor-
mally used for petitions to the king or to high officials, not for corres-
pondence inside the family.*

Polykrates’ handwriting is close to that of literary papyri and his
letters have indeed often been included in palaeographic studies as
examples of well-dated literary hands (Plate 3.1). His style is also
careful and rhetorical. In a short letter (P. Petr. I 30, which was
included by Wilamowitz in his Griechisches Lesebuch)® he twice uses
the pév. .. 8¢ balance:

, oy , , ooy
moANdkic pev yéypadd cot mapayevéclar. .. kai viv 6¢. ..

k] \ / \ \ 4 > \ ’ < 7’ \ \ \ > \
dmo TovTov TO Uév fuicv elc Ta 8éovra Vmelimduny... 76 8¢ lowmov elc TO

8&V€LOV K(lTéBCL/\OV

Similarly Philonides in Witkowski, Epistulae8 (P. Petr. 1113. 19 = III 42.
H. 5) uses pév . .. 8¢ twice. In between there is even a double anaphora of

4 In PSI V 528 the boy Kleon addresses Zenon as ‘father’ and ends with the
reverential edriyei, but Kleon was a boy ‘adopted’ by Zenon, not his real son; cf.
W. Clarysse and K. Vandorpe, Zénon: un homme d’affaires grec a 'ombre des pyr
amides (Leuven, 1995), 61 2. Cf. 19th c. European society, where the distance
between children and fathers could be such that children addressed their father as
‘sir’ and used the polite forms ‘vous’ or ‘Sie’ instead of the colloquial ‘tu’ and ‘du’; see
e.g. W. Besch, Duzen, Siezen, Titulieren: Zur Anrede im Deutschen heute und gestern
(Gottingen, 1996), 103 6. For variation of address forms according to social groups,
see e.g. R. Fasold, The Sociolinguistics of Language (Oxford, 1990), 16 21.

5 U.von Wilamowitz Moellendorf, Griechisches Lesebuch, i/2 (Berlin, 1902), 396 7.
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aflwc uév cob dfiwc & éuod and kal {dvréc cov wai elc Beovc
dmeA@dvToc, which gives his text a definite literary flavour.

In a short memo (hypomnema) to Phileas, thus far unpublished,®
Kleon excuses himself that for reasons of ill health he cannot be
present and asks his correspondent to send somebody in his
place. He too makes use of a uev. .. 8¢ sentence: éuol név cuyfaiver . ..
évoyAeiclar . .. cv 8¢ ka[Adc molujcerc cuvrdéac. .. mopedecha.

Mev...5¢ is common in rhetorical showcases, e.g. in legal texts,
but rare in private letters. The examples above show a conscious
effort to enhance the style of these private letters.”

Several other particles used in the correspondence of Kleon’s
family are quoted in Mayser’s Grammatik among the papyrological
survivals of the earlier extensive use of particles. In the Koine the
classical abundance of particles is quickly diminishing,® even with
such authors as Aristotle and Polybius, and certainly in the papyri.
But in the family correspondence of Kleon there are still a lot to be
found.

O3? wiv belongs to ‘der hohere Stil’ according to Mayser.® Except
for the expression od unv dA)d, a favourite of Aristotle and Polyb-
ius,10 used by Philonides in Witkowski, Epistulae 4 (P. Petr. II. 16 =
III 42. H. 3), L. 13 (there are about 20 instances of this combination in
the Ptolemaic period,!! hardly any in the Roman period, quite a few
in the late Roman and Byzantine period) the combination o3 uiv is
very rare. The only example given by Mayser is in Philonides’ letter

6 This is a papyrus from Trinity College Dublin, transcribed by Smyly in cahier
3231. 105.

7 Cf.]. A. L. Lee, ‘Some Features of the Speech of Jesus in Mark’s Gospel’, NovT 27
(1985), 1 26, esp. 1 7, who argues that in the Gospel of Mark uév. .. 8¢ is only used
for the words of Jesus himself. It is one element of a more formal style, stressing Jesus’
elevated status.

8 Even in classical authors an abundance of particles is a feature of literary style,
cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1954), p. xlv, who points
out that Andocides and Xenophon are far more reticent than most orators.

9 Mayser, Grammatik ii/3. 147.

10 Cf. ]. Blomqvist, Greek Particles in Hellenistic Prose (Lund, 1969), 56.

11 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/3. 170: ‘meist aus dem Feder gebildeter Verfasser’. One of
his examples is the case from Philonides (Witkowski, Epistulae 4, 1. 13: 09 unj[v dAA]a
mevcopela drpiBécrepov). Another is in the rambling letter of the dioiketes Herodes
(UPZ11110). Add also P. Col. Zen. 11 115 verso, where L. 2 should be read: [odx d]yvod
o0 puny aAa kal{] instead of the edition’s Jevow ov unv dva (8p.) «{ [.
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Table 3.1. Chronological distribution of ye
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Witkowski, Epistulae 8 (P. Petr. 11 13. 19 =111 42. H. 5), L. 3: [09] pyv
008év éuot écrar peilov 1 cod mpocTaricar.l?

The enclitic ye, common in the classical language, all but disap-
pears in the later Ptolemaic papyri, except for some fixed expressions
such as e 8¢ w1 ye and viv ye. Out of a total of 43 examples for the
whole third century Bc two are found in that same letter of Philo-
nides. Notice that ye and dpa return in the later Roman and early
Byzantine period (see Tables 3.1-2), especially in combination with
kairor and pévrou. This resurgence of classical usage is mainly found
in the notarial and administrative documents, presumably a reflec-
tion of the Atticistic tendencies of later learned Greek.

For dpa in conditional sentences, 5 examples are given by Mayser,
one of them in Witkowski, Epistulae 8 (= P. Petr. 1113.19),1. 9: € &

12 Other examples are P. Col. Zen.118,1. 3 (Zenon); P. Mich. Zen. 56, 1. 1 (Zenon);
SBIII 7176, 1. 9.
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Table 3.2. Chronological distribution of ye and dpa

100
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iiiBc iiBC iBC iAD iiAD iiiAD ivAD

dpa p opaic év duvardy ‘if you see that it is not possible (but I do not
think this will be the case)’.13

Mayser, Grammatik ii/3. 169 gives three examples of the part-
icle kairoi,'4 one of which has been corrected in the meantime. The
others are to be found in a Zenon papyrus (P. Cair.Zen. IV 59638,
1. 11) and in a letter by Philonides (P. Petr. III 146). Again this particle
enjoys a revival in the Byzantine period.

Each of these particles or particle complexes is exceptional, but the
combination of the four (uév... 8¢, o0 wijv, dpa and ye) in a mere ten
lines of text gives this letter of Philonides a literary flavour compared
to contemporary letters in the Zenon archive.

For this reason a peculiar orthographic feature of Philonides’
letters may also be significant. With a single exception, Philonides
writes the verb 7oiéw as moéw, omitting the iota:

13 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/3. 120. For the diminishing popularity of this particle in
the Hellenistic period, see Blomqvist, Greek Particles, 36. The papyrological attesta
tions of dpa are distributed as follows: iii Bc: 8; ii BC: 1 uncertain (P. Hels. 131);1Bc: 05
AD i: 1 (in the famous letter of Claudius to the Alexandrians!); AD ii: 16; AD iii: 18; AD
iv: 20. Again the particle returns in the later Roman period after having disappeared
in Ptolemaic Koine.

14 Only one of them found its way into the DDBDP (P. Cair. Zen. IV 59618).
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Witkowski, Epistulae 1 (P. Petr. 130. 1 =111 42. H. 4), 1. 1 (kaAdc moeic);
Witkowski, Epistulae 8 (P. Petr. 11 13. 19 =111 42. H. 5), 1. 11 (7ojcat), but cf.
L 14 (moceiv);

P. Petr. 11 42. C (=1II 42. H. 6), 1. 10 (éndncev), 23 (émemorrer);

SB VI 9440, 1l. 1 (kaddc &v morjcacc), 8 (morcar);

Witkowski, Epistulae 5 (P. Petr. 111 42. H. 7), L. 5 (w[o]1jcew, corrected here
from the original in Dublin);

P. Petr. 111 146, 1. 6 (morjcovcw).

On the basis of this peculiarity Edgar proposed to identify Philonides
with the priest of Asklepios, who wrote a letter to Zenon (P. L. Bat.
XX 42). Interchange between o and o is well attested, especially with
the verb moiéw in its forms with mowy- and mower-. According to
Mayser and Schmoll 7o- counts for about 15 per cent of the examples
against 85 per cent for the regular form 7o:- in the third century Bc.15
In the second and first centuries the phenomenon becomes even
more widespread. But Philonides is exceptional in using 7o- system-
atically. Later grammarians consider wo- for moir- an Atticism (of
Abnvaior dmofdAdovct 76 ¢ Aéyovrec modd, Etymologicum Magnum
679. 24). In Attica the orthography mo- is especially popular in the
period 400-300 Bc and decreases after 300 Bc.16 For Philonides the
orthography without iota may indeed have been a conscious and
somewhat pedantic imitation of Attic pronunciation or orthography.

In contrast, particles in the letters and petitions of ordinary people
are far less diverse: 8¢, ydp, odv make up nearly the full repertoire. As
I have shown elsewhere, letters by Egyptians often drop the particles
altogether.” An interesting example in our archives is the letter written
by the quarrymen of Pastontis, P. Petr. 11 4. 9. Though it has been sent to
Kleon and bears a short docket from Kleon’s offices on the back, it has
the look of a draft (Plate 3.2). In ll. 6-7 éwc jc cuepov Nuépac was
changed into éwc @wvd’t, which is clearly a correction meant to give a
more precise date (the letter was sent on the ninth of Thoth). Butinl. 3
the writer added ka{ between the lines, and in ll. 7 and 9 he added uév
and odv respectively. It is clear that at first the Egyptian scribe used
asyndetic constructions, and added the conjunctions as an after-

15 Mayser Schmoll, Grammatik, i/1. 88.

16 L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions, i: Phonology (Berlin, 1980),
326 30.

17 'W. Clarysse, ‘Egyptian Scribes Writing Greek, CAE 68 (1993), 186 201 at 199 200.
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Plate 3.2. P. Petr. I 4. 9: Letter to Kleon from the quarrymen of Pastontis

thought, just as students do when they write a Greek prose compos-
ition. Notice also the addition of écrw in L. 9: in Egyptian a nominal
sentence does not need a copula. ‘O Tomoc épmuoc is a complete sentence,
corresponding to Coptic mroMoc xwq or mroMoc xale (rie). The
author realized that in ordinary Greek the adjective needs a verbal
copula and added it before sending off the letter. A similar correction
is introduced in ll. 7-8, where a word is added after rac juépac, dc
elpyacuévor elclv, 8¢ ka ] Syurjvwe. Edgar read this word as*émécrad”
But the whole sentence rac nuépac, dc elpyacpévor elclv, 8¢[ra )%t
vt émécrar, ‘the days they have worked will be ten days over the
two months’ is awkward, because of the accusative rac juépac and the
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singular émécrac. I have no solution, but I think §é[«a] is wrong and
Tac juépac must be the object of a verb, perhaps rac Huépac, dc
elpyacuévor elclv, de[i 7]Ht Swujvwr eme ar, with a verb meaning ‘to
add’ or ‘subtract’: e.g. ‘the days that they have worked should be
added to the two-month period.

3. va AND 6rwc

As a transition to my second point, I should like to say a word about
the use of the two conjunctions d7wc and iva introducing final
sentences, starting from P. Petr. II 13. 18a, a register of letters, written
in cursive hand and including lots of corrections.

In the passage under discussion the writer, no doubt a clerk in the
office of Kleon, made several authorial revisions when writing a note
on works to be done at the landing stage of Ptolemais (El Lahun) for
the imminent arrival of the king in 242 Bc.!8

First he wrote {va dvaywcOie kal spadicdie mpoc [19]v 700 Bactdéwc
diéw, ‘so that (it) would be raised and flattened for the arrival of the
king (I. 5-6). He then corrected this into &va dvaxywclije ral
opalichie Ta koldpalral mpo To[d] Tov Bacidéa mapayevéchar (Il
13-14), adding the subject of the sentence and changing the abstract
substantive d¢iéw into an articular infinitive 705. .. ducéclar.

Next he crossed out iva and substituted for it 6mwc. Mayser noticed
the change and concluded ‘ein feineres Sprachgefiihl auch zwischen iva
und é6mws wohl zu unterscheiden wufite’!® He distinguishes between
{va, which renders a ‘reinere, zielsichere Absicht des Subjects, “damit™’,
and ¢mwc which represents the ‘Art und Weise der Erreichung des Ziels
und die objective Folge. .. “auf daf¥”’20

18 For this royal visit see W. Clarysse, ‘A Royal Visit to Memphis and the End of the
Second Syrian War’, in D. J. Crawford, J. Quaegebeur, and W. Clarysse (eds.), Studies
on Ptolemaic Memphis (Leuven, 1980), 83 9; also id., “The Ptolemies Visiting the
Egyptian Chora, in L. Mooren (ed.), Politics, Administration, and Society in the
Hellenistic and Roman World: Proceedings of the International Colloquium, Bertinoro
19 24 July 1997 (Leuven, 2000), 29 53 at 37 8 and 45.

19 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/1. 243 n. 1.

20 Jbid. 247 n. 3. Cf. also S. Amigues, Les Subordonnées finales par Smws en attique
classique (Paris, 1977), 104: {va indicates the ‘but vu de extérieur, notion abstraite de
finalité, whereas with dmwc the author expresses ‘complexité secrete, préoccupation
psychologique, incertitude’, etc.
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Table 3.3. Chronological distribution of {va and dmwc

900
800
700 1 —
600 1 —

500 1 — O {va
400 H Pl | W Smwc

300 —

200 T
100 1 i
0 H

iiiBc iiBc iBC iAD iiAD iiiAD iVAD VAD ViAD Vii AD

Mayser’s subtle distinction between the two particles may apply to
classical authors. Among these Thucydides and Xenophon have a
preference for émwc, whereas Plato, the orators, and Polybius mostly
use {va. But in classical Attic inscriptions {va is found only twice,
against more than 100 attestations of dmwc, whereas in Hellenistic
Athens {va comes to the fore.2! In modern Greek final sentences are
always introduced by {va, and émwc has all but disappeared.

A search using the DDBDP gives a first idea of the chronological
distribution of {va and dmwc in the papyri (Table 3.3): drwc is still
relatively frequent in the Ptolemaic period, but is eclipsed by i{va
from the Roman period onwards. But this is only a very rough and
general view of the phenomenon. The DDBDP presents hundreds of
duplicates and some straightforward errors; it does not distinguish
between dmwc introducing adverbial final clauses and completive
clauses after verba curandi and volendi like ¢povrilw, maparxaléw,
and even ypddw. Moreover, the standard indexes, as for instance that
in The Guide to the Zenon Archive (P. L. Bat. XXI), usually list the two

21 This view is based on the old collection of material by K. Meisterhans and
E. Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 3rd edn. (Berlin, 1900), 253. For
Greek authors see J. M. Stahl, Kritisch historische Syntax des griechischen Verbums der
klassischen Zeit (Heidelberg, 1907), 477 8, and the table in S. Amigues, Les Sub
ordonnées finales, 100.
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particles as ‘passim’ and are therefore not helpful in this case. It
would certainly be interesting to look at this more closely. It was
already noticed by Mayser that ¢mwc dominates in administrative
texts and in petitions.22 In private letters, it is mainly found in the
stereotypical expression émipuedod cavrod dmwc yaivnic.

A typical administrative expression is yéypadd cot dmwc €ldijic, 1
have written to inform you’. It is found 17 times in the Ptolemaic
period, but is absent in the Roman period.2? In Roman texts drwc is
systematically replaced by iva (11 examples). This tendency, however,
already starts in the third century Bc: against the 38 instances of §7rwc
€ld7uc in Ptolemaic papyri are set 41 instances of {va eld7ic. It would
be pointless to look for a subtle difference in meaning here, but it is
worthwhile to draw the attention to P. Tebt. I 26, 1. 23, where the
writer corrected original {va into dmwc. No doubt he felt that dmwc
was the better word in an administrative context. As in the Kleon
archive text, the correction goes from the everyday word to the
formal style.2¢ Rather than a subtle semantic difference we should
see the alternation va/dmwc as a difference in language level: ordin-
ary spoken language versus the official and literary style. I do not see
a semantic difference between the two, but a full study of their use in
the papyri, beyond the scope of the present treatment, could show in
what context each of them was used.

Within the Kleon archive the preponderance of 6wwc in the private
correspondence by both Philonides and Polykrates is rather striking,
though they also use iva, even in formulaic expressions of the type
yéypagd cou {va eldijic (see P. Petr. 11 11. 1 (=111 42. H. 1), 1. 7 and
P. Petr. 1116 (=111 42. H. 3), 1l. 13-14). The use of 67w fits the rather
formal character of their letters. The other examples of §7wc all come
from official letters. The petitions by workmen use only {va, though
dmwc clauses are normally much in favour with writers of petitions.

22 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/1. 247.

23 The DDBDP gives two examples, but in P. Oxy. VIII 1119, L. 23 the supplement
[67wc] should be corrected into [iva], whereas Chrest. Wilck. 50 is wrongly dated in
the DDBDP and belongs in fact to the 3rd c. Bc.

24 To be honest, there is also a correction the other way round: in P. Cair. Zen. II
59256, L. 5 the writer changes 6mwc to iva.
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4. THIRD PERSON PLURAL IMPERATIVE

Official letters cannot only be recognized from their subject matter
(taxes, public works, etc.) but also from their formatting (many
letters are accompanied by an attachment, for instance), from their
style, which is often rather cumbersome, with long sentences, and
from typical expressions, such as of vmoyeypauuévor, odr dyvoeic,
weabTwce 8¢ kal, etc. A good example is the letter from Hermogenes
to Theodoros (P. Petr. III 43. 3), in one long sentence (with a
problematical supplement in L 2: e[c 6 Hi]ribncav edcvvberijcar
ad7oic). One of the most striking grammatical peculiarities of the
official style is the forms of the third person plural imperative, which
was certainly limited to legal and administrative contexts and no
longer used in daily speech (if it ever was). Several examples are
found in the official correspondence of Kleon and Theodoros. It is
rather typical that Mayser has dutifully listed all the forms of the
imperative third person in his grammar, but does not show any
interest in the context where they appear. The instances are:

P. Petr. 11 4. 2; Apollonios writes to Kleon about problems with the quarry
men: kal viv 8¢ kaddc mouvjcaic cuvrafac...xpyparichirw € adroic...
émarolovlelrw 8¢ Tic wapa col

P. Petr. 11 13. 16; a letter from Philippos to Dionysios is attached to a fragmen
tary covering letter: écrwcav...dvoyfiTwea... ypncdcw 1t Hdate. ..
apfiTwcay ai Bopar

P. Petr. 11 13. 20; a fragmentary letter from Alexandros to Kleon: do8+rwcav
P. Petr. I1 9. 4; a fragmentary letter from Hermaphilos the oikonomos to
Theodoros: cuvredechrirw 76 Epyov

5. UNORTHODOX GREEK

For those who are interested in the living language of Hellenistic Egypt
texts written by non-professional scribes are often the most rewarding.
In the archive of Kleon these are found in two places. The workmen in
the quarries often stayed for long periods in the desert area and only at
the end of their period were officials (éyperpnral) sent to measure how
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much stone had been worked. In the meantime they were left to
themselves and sometimes they or their headmen complain to Kleon.
On the whole their texts are well written, both in their handwriting and
in their grammar, though they may be somewhat negligent in the use of
particles, as we have seen above. The other place is the prison. Once in
prison it was not easy to get out again and we know many cases of
persons who stayed in preliminary detention for months.25 One person
who combines quarries and prison is a certain Demetrios. He writes
twice to Kleon: P. Petr. II 4. 6 (henceforth termed A) is a letter written
with an Egyptian rush, whereas P. Petr. I1 4. 7 (henceforth termed B) isa
petition, written in a different hand with a Greek kalamos. The first
message is written from the quarries, in the second Demetrios is in
prison. Notwithstanding his Greek name he is closely involved with the
Egyptian quarrymen and A is clearly the work of an Egyptian scribe.
Both letters contain orthographic and syntactic peculiarities typical of a
person who seems to have been more at ease in Egyptian than in Greek.

(a) Orthography: epsilon for eta. As I have shown in another study
this is a typical feature of Egyptians writing Greek.26 In Demetrios’ case
itis only found in the text written with a rush, not in that written with a
kalamos. The faulty orthography is therefore due to the scribe, not to
the pronunciation of Demetrios. The second scribe in fact writes a lot of
itacisms, which are absent in text A. These may well represent Deme-
trios’ progressive pronunciation.

(b) Use of connecting particles:

A, 1. 9: Bovdouévov éuod émdieleiv corrected into éuod 8é
BovAopévov. Again the particle is introduced as an afterthought.

A, 1. 13-14: a re solitarium is found in e/ oy mepl ToUTWY
émicTpodny ur mowrjcer ol T€ ool Tac yépac mpocolcociy.

B, l. 1: a pév solitarium is found in kal mpérepov pév cot y[€é]ypa-
[fa] ...

(¢) A double anacoluthon is found in A, 1. 1-3, where the parti-
ciples which go with the subject are introduced by a genitive absolute
and the accusative odcav goes with the genitive AXarouldoc:
KaTaB(iVTOC pov &27TL\ T(i é’P’y(l KaL\ E”ITLAaﬁOlLE’VOU /\(ITOI./LL/SOC oﬁcav

'IUGVXU/)VCLOC wapw[wﬁ@]nv 15770\ Hpaﬂdpxov.

25 See W. Clarysse, ‘Abbreviations and Lexicography’, AncSoc 21 (1990), 33 44 at 36.
26 1d., ‘Egyptian Scribes’, 197.
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(d) The omission of the article in A, 1. 1 #7 karaBdvroc for 77 =7
katafdvroc is perhaps due to Egyptian influence.
(e) The same words are repeated over and again, especially in B:

1 KMww yalpw Adyuiitpioc. kal mpérepov wév cou y[élypaldal
mepl Thc dmaywyiic mept Hic vovi dmfypat. oldalc] kal cd STu
kal émel 7V épywy TeBhippévor queba kal viv mavre
Adc Té0hppar dmyypévoc eic 76 Secuwripiolv. v]moA[[o]]a

5 Bav odv mHi Stavolar dic ‘cCavrod maida éédyaydv ue ék Tob
Secuwrnplov. o0 yap p1) PAafric o0&y moANGY ydp elut
évdenc év TdL SecpwTnpiwe.

I finish with one further feature, again in a text written with a rush
and therefore by an Egyptian. P. Petr. IT 4. 12 is a short letter from
Thamoys to Kleon, which starts as follows:

1 Oaudvc KXwr
xaipew. ééédafov
70 épyov T6 evoAnt
cpot kal Aafévroc
5 70 copPolov mapa
cob cuvypapdvt[wv]
NUOY TV cuvypa
b édhkaple]v 7o [c]ip
Blo]Aov ITaci[7d]. . .[. ]

Thamoys starts off in 1. 4 with a genitive absolute in the singular
(AaBdvroc 16 cduPolor—the subject wov is not expressed), then
changes into a genitive plural (uov covypapdvrwr). Both seem to
be attached to the subject of édcixauev. He needlessly repeats the
word cduBolov twice, but makes a fine distinction between cvyypad
(the contract) and cduBolov (the actual piece of paper). Then there is
a difficult passage in the middle, which I have not been able to solve.
He ends with a variation on the common yéypagd cot [{va] or [§mwc]
eld7uc. But the second crux of the text was in 1l. 3—4, where a place
name is expected. Mahaffy rather desparately read evolvic pot, but
offered no interpretation. Nor did anybody else thus far, even though
an excellent photograph is available in the British Museum
microfilm. I think we should read év favicué, with omicron for
omega. The word favicudc I consider a variant of fapvicude, which
is found in SB XXIV 16224, an account of funerary rituals. A verb
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fapvilw is also attested (SB XIV 12089; meaning ‘to hide’?). The
meaning is still unclear, but the funerary context in the Sammelbuch
texts has to do with burial and digging of tombs.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The family of Kleon belonged to the upper class of Alexandrian
society and had access to the royal court. In the Fayum Kleon held
an important and well-paid job and he had a lively correspondence
with other officials. Part of this has come down to us, both outgoing
(mostly rolls with draft letters) and incoming correspondence. Here
we can see the typical features of administrative language. But some-
times ordinary workmen in the quarries wrote to the head of the
works as well and they did not always have the best scribes at their
disposal: their letters and petitions do not follow the rules of the
game and contain interesting peculiarities in orthography, use of
connecting particles, and syntax. In this paper I have also tried to
approach the world of Kleon and Theodoros as one stage in the long
development of the Greek language. It was like looking through a
keyhole, but the DDBDP offers the possibility of a long-term per-
spective, which would, however, demand much more time and effort
than the present brief sketch.

Appendix: New P. Petr.2 Il Numbers for Papyri Discussed Above

P. Petr2 11 38 will replace SB VI 9440.

P. Petr.211 39 will replace P. Petr. 130. 1 = I1142. H. 4 = Witkowski, Epistulae 1.

P. Petr.2 11 40 will replace P. Petr. III 42. H. 7 = Witkowski, Epistulae 5.

P. Petr2 11 41 will replace P. Petr. 11 42. C = III 42. H. 6.

P. Petr2 11 42 will replace P. Petr. 11 13. 19 = III 42. H. 5 = Witkowski,
Epistulae 8.

P. Petr.2 11 44 will replace P. Petr. 11 11. 1 = III 42. H. 1.

P. Petr2 11 45 will replace P. Petr. 11 16 = 111 42. H. 3 = Witkowski, Epistulae 4.

P. Petr.2 11 46 will replace P. Petr. 111 146.

P. Petr.2 11 59 will replace P. Petr. II 13. 20.

P. Petr.2 11 64 will replace P. Petr. 11 4. 12.

P. Petr.2 11 70 will replace P. Petr. 111 43. 3.
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P. Petr2 11 71 will replace P. Petr. I1 9. 4.

P. Petr.2 11 75 will replace P. Petr. 11 13. 16.
P. Petr.2 11 81 will replace P. Petr. 11 4. 9.

P. Petr.2 11 85 will replace P. Petr. II 4. 6.

P. Petr2 11 88 will replace P. Petr. 11 4. 2.

P. Petr.2 11 89 will replace P. Petr. 11 4. 7.

P. Petr2 11 119 will replace P. Petr. 11 13. 18a.
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Identifying the Language of the
Individual in the Zenon Archive

T. V. Evans

deectdArauer : Amyntas had a weakness for this aspirated form.
C. C. Edgar, P. Cair. Zen. 159047, n.to 1. 1

1. INTRODUCTION

An ancient Greek or Latin letter on a papyrus, ostracon, or tablet
potentially offers a remarkably direct connection with its author. We
are not separated from that author by a long manuscript tradition, as
with most literary texts, but can work from an autograph. Where we
have several letters from a particular author, we have the opportunity
to study personal written style in a manner unique for these lan-
guages. Such non-literary letters raise questions of the greatest inter-
est from a linguistic and stylistic perspective.

Complications, however, instantly arise. By what process, it ought to
be asked, does the named author’s message reach the writing surface? It
is frequently assumed by scholars (as in several places elsewhere in this
volume) that that named author is directly responsible for the content,
and even for wielding the pen. In some cases this assumption is no
doubt accurate, but it would be cavalier to generalize. Where we have
groups of documents sent in the name of a particular individual, they
are very often written in a range of different hands. So we need to
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approach every one of these ancient letters with awareness that more
than a single person may have been involved in its composition. What,
then, might be the linguistic and stylistic contribution of a scribe
employed to write the letter? To imagine in all such cases verbatim
copying from dictation or written draft seems naive. Either procedure
may have involved more or less extensive development from more or
less detailed directions. In addition, the process may very well have
varied, not only from one named author to another, but also within the
body of material attributed to a single author. And even where one
hand is more common or palaeographically distinctive than others in
multiple letters of an individual, how safely can we assume that this is
the autograph of the named author and not the hand of a regular
amanuensis?!

This short treatment will present a method for investigating these
questions in early Greek papyri from Egypt. In order to reassess our
common assumptions I shall analyse in detail a single case of per-
ceived personal preference, Amyntas’ ‘weakness’ for the aspirated
perfect dpécrarra (from the ‘sending’ verb dmocTéAw) observed in
the epigraph. The aims are to demonstrate the strong probability that
autographs of individual authors can indeed be identified and to
argue that these identifications allow significant progress in under-
standing processes of letter composition and isolating characteristic
features of individual usage.

2. AMYNTAS WEAKNESS

For at least a short time in and around the year 257 Bc this man
Ampyntas was an important administrator in the Alexandrian house-
hold of Apollonios, the finance minister of Ptolemy II Philadelphos.
We know Amyntas today from papyri preserved in the Zenon Arch-
ive. He is the named author of as many as 26 of its documents (see
Appendix). One of them, P. Cair. Zen. I 59110, is transcribed and
translated as (1) below, and also appears in Plate 4.1.

1 Cf. in general R. S. Bagnall and R. Cribiore, Women’s Letters from Ancient Egypt,
300 Bc ap 800, with contributions by E. Ahtaridis (Ann Arbor, 2006), 6 8.
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Plate 4.1. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59110: Letter from Amyntas to Zenon
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1. P. Cair. Zen. 159110 (26 November 257; docketed 2 December 257)
Apdvrac Zjvow | yalpew. movbdvo|par [ldrpwva Tov | émt T0b kélyroc |°
cknperc pépew, Stav | Bpadéwe mapayévy|rar, STi fueic adrov | karéyopey
[o]D 8i86v|rec [émic]Todde. Amod|lAwvi[wt] wév [odv] ol é8o|kiyudlopey
[ylpdipale] | S 70 py calpdc eldélvar ewonrel | 1. 0. [ 135 w. [ ]| unbervt
ypdipac 61v T, |mTa quiv 0dS éyvwre | ﬂapa}./e'vo',u.evoc. dec|TdAraper [8]é
clod] kai 7w |20 ypadny dv [ . .. | memdu|paper AmoMwvine | kuBiwv kepdpia
B, lexaldwy Podiaww kep(dpea) s, | Kavwiov kep(duia) € |2° Tupode Kvbviove
Tov peyd|dwv B, Pyvalove «, | kal map fudv xauiddo | xewwepwiy olvou
madai|od §8éoc Xia B. |30 éppwco. (érovc) kb, | Adlov a.

Back

(Address) Ziv[w]ve.

(Docket) (érovc) kb, Alov L. map Apdvrlov ]... oivov...... | §7¢ dmécradre
ruBlwv kep(dpea) B, | lexddwv Podiardw kep(duia) €, |35 Kavwiwv kep(dpea) €,
Tupovc Kvlviove B, | Pyvaiovc k, xAauida yeypne(pwipy).

Amyntas to Zenon greetings. I learn that Patron the captain of the fast boat is
offering excuses, whenever he arrives late, that we delay him by not giving
him letters. So we did not think it appropriate to write to Apollonios because
of not knowing clearly...writing to no one what...to us, and he does
not know on arrival. And we have sent to you also the list of the things
which...we have sent to Apollonios: two jars of salted fish, six jars of
Rhodian dried figs, five jars of Kaunian ones, Kythnian cheeses two of the
large ones, 20 Rhenaian cheeses, and from us a winter mantle, two [jars] of
the aged wine, sweet Chian. Farewell. Year 29, Dios 1.

Back: (Address) To Zenon. (Docket) Year 29, Dios 7. From Amyntas. ..
wine . .. that he has sent two jars of salted fish, five jars of Rhodian dried figs,
five jars of Kaunian ones, two Kythnian cheeses, 20 Rhenaian ones, a winter
mantle.

The first person plural of the aspirated perfect d¢écratxa is just
discernible in 1l. 18 and 19 of this letter. The element d¢ec- is preserved
clearly enough at the end of 1. 18 (the rest of the word, on . 19, is badly
damaged, but there are good contextual reasons for confidence in the
reading). The standard classical form of this perfect is the unaspirated
dmécralra. That spelling appears at I. 33, in the docket on the back of
the papyrus (Plate 4.2). The docket, characteristic of the original filing
system used for these documents, would have been written by a clerk
of Zenon, the addressee, on receipt of the letter.

C. C. Edgar’s assertion that Amyntas had a personal preference for the
aspirated d¢écratra (see again the epigraph) appears as a note to
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Plate 4.3. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047: Letter from Amyntas to Zenon

another instance, P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047, . 1: dde{e}crdArauev (see Plate
4.3 and (2) below).2 The observation is based, as we shall see, on
frequency of occurrence. But comparison of Plates 4.1 and 4.3 brings
out an important point. These two documents are written in different
hands. P. Cair. Zen. I 59110 is in a relatively informal, semi-cursive
script, P. Cair. Zen. 159047 in a more formal hand (though not the most
polished to be found in the Archive) of a type associated with profes-
sional scribes. So we are faced here with a specific case of the general
problems already introduced. How securely can we relate the feature to
Amyntas himselft What is the role of the scribe? What is the process of

2 For dittography of the first epsilon cf. below, n. 18.
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composition of these letters? Before attempting any answers, let us
consider the relevant issues of methodology and context.

2. P. Cair. Zen. 159047 (5 March 3 April 257; docketed 11 April 257),11. 1 3:
J

v
KoM[COVTa E’ﬂ'LCTO/\"r\}V 7T€pL‘ c.i[vn/\w,uti‘rwv]. KaADC Ay ody ﬂ'orrj(m( [] | [7]77 v]

[A]pdvrac Zijvwre yalpew. dpe{etcrddaper deéldaov mpoc Amol[Adwi]|[o
0l

> \ k] \ A 7 N > \ 7 7’
T€ émicToy dmodoic kal dmocTeilac adTov covTdpwe.
Amyntas to Zenon greetings. We have sent Dexilaos to Apollonios carrying a

letter about [expenses]. So would you please. .. deliver the letter and send
him immediately.

3. AMETHOD FOR ANALYSIS

It needs to be stressed at the outset that from our remote distance
there is no secure means of recovering all the details of personal
written style in these papyrus documents. Nor can we expect to find
absolute proof regarding many plausible examples. We shall often
have to settle for strong probabilities, and sometimes accept that
more than one interpretation of a usage is possible.

Nevertheless, the papyri offer a wealth of promising material for
analysis. And the basis for a viable method of exploring the possibil-
ities has been pointed out in the past, in James Adams’s 1977
treatment of the second-century-ap Latin letters of Claudius Teren-
tianus (from Karanis in the Fayum). Terentianus’ five Latin letters—
there are another six in Greek—appear to have been written by at
least four different scribes over a period of some years.> Adams’s
systematic linguistic analysis reveals unifying features which tran-
scend the differences of writing hand. They suggest that Terentianus’
scribes were indeed copying from direct dictation.*

3 For the palaecographic assessment of the original editors, H. C. Youtie and J. G.
Winter, see the introductions to P. Mich. VIII 467 471. They conclude that P. Mich.
VIII 470 and 471 were written by the same scribe. For recent doubts based on
orthography see H. Halla aho, ‘Scribes and the Letters of Claudius Terentianus), in
H. Solin, M. Leiwo, and H. Halla aho (eds.), Latin vulgaire latin tardif VI: Actes du
VI colloque international sur le latin vulgaire et tardif, Helsinki, 29 aotit 2 septembre
2000 (Hildesheim, 2003), 245 52 at 249.

4 J.N. Adams, The Vulgar Latin of the Letters of Claudius Terentianus (P.Mich. VIII,
467 72) (Manchester, 1977), 3, 84.



The Language of the Individual 57

If we want to understand the language of the individual in ancient
documents as well as is now possible, work of this sort needs to be
developed on a much larger scale. We need to investigate thoroughly
the relationship between the prosopographic, linguistic, and palaeo-
graphic evidence. The requirement is to work, at least in the first
instance, only from groups of documents which can be linked securely
with a particular author, to isolate characteristic linguistic features of
those documents, and to map the linguistic data onto the range of
writing hands employed in those documents. The patterns of usage
which emerge should demonstrate to what extent individual prefer-
ences of the named author can be identified. The combination of
analyses is in my view crucial for a properly nuanced interpretation,
and the method deserves to be tested on a large data sample.

4. THE EVIDENCE OF THE ZENON ARCHIVE

The Zenon Archive, one of the oldest and largest of Greek archives,
preserves unusually rich evidence for such an investigation. It was
accumulated by Zenon and others over a period of more than thirty
years, from about 261 to 229 Bc,5 and contains well over 1,700 texts.
Among them are several sub-corpora from particular individuals.
Apart from the documents of Amyntas, there are about forty from
Zenon himself, over seventy from the finance minister Apollonios (for
whom Zenon worked as an agent, private secretary, and later estate
manager), and numerous smaller groups of texts from other persons.

Valuable evidence for the language of the individual ought to be
recoverable from these sub-corpora. The largest of them, that of Apol-
lonios, is actually not the most promising. His numerous communica-
tions are written in a variety of often elegant scripts, the so-called

5 Many of the documents cannot be dated precisely. The earliest dated text which
definitely belongs to the Archive is P. Cair. Zen. V 59801, a letter from Apollonios the
finance minister to Zenon (c. Oct./Nov. 261 Bc); the latest dated document to mention
Zenon s P. L. Bat. XX Suppl. E, which deals with taxes owed by him (14 February 229);
the latest known document from the Archive is C. Ord. Ptol. 28, a copy of a royal
decree (Nov./Dec. 229). See P. W. Pestman (ed.), A Guide to the Zenon Archive, with
contributions by W. Clarysse et al. (P. L. Bat. XXI; Leiden, 1981), 220, 256, 258.
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Plate 4.4. P. Cair. Zen. 11 59155: Letter from Apollonios the finance minister
to Zenon

‘chancery’ hands, doubtless by professional scribes (for an example see
Plate 4.4, P. Cair. Zen. 11 59155). We should be wary of assuming that
these documents were all copied from Apollonios’ personal dictation. It
is possible that he had little direct involvement with many of them and
that they were composed instead by members of his staff. Yet as a body
they do provide a valuable example of educated Greek usage and thus
an important ‘control’ for assessing the usage of the Archive’s other
authors. Meanwhile, it is reasonable to expect an advanced level of
education (and thus literacy and at least capacity to write letters) from
the finance minister’s senior agents and their circle of colleagues, who
are well represented in the material.6 It is the documents of this group
which need to be the primary focus of investigation. They have not
previously been studied systematically for the purpose, but intriguing
comments about personal linguistic tendencies, such as Edgar’s remark

6 On general issues of literacy see T. V. Evans, ‘Orality, Greek Literacy, and Early
Ptolemaic Papyri, in C. J. Mackie (ed.), Oral Performance and its Context (Leiden,
2004), 195 208.
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concerning Amyntas, do appear here and there in the published edi-
tions. They cry out for pursuit.

It is important to note, however, that until very recent years the
method of assessment advocated here would have been impossible in
practice. The Archive was rediscovered in the 1910s. Many of its
constituent texts had been published by the 1930s, and most by
1974, when T. C. Skeat’s fine edition of items held in London
appeared (P. Lond. VII). So the raw linguistic material has been
available for a long time. Since the publication of Willy Clarysse’s
‘Prosopography’ in 1981 (in Pestman’s Guide to the Zenon Archive),
an excellent foundation for the work of identifying documents from
individual authors has existed. But the palaeography of the Archive
has been unavoidably neglected.

5. PALAEOGRAPHIC ISSUES AND
SOME PRESUMED AUTOGRAPHS

These papyri were found in circumstances which remain almost
completely obscure. We can only say that they were most probably
turned up by local people digging on the site of the ancient village of
Philadelphia in the Fayum. The diggers would have been looking for
sebakh, the nitrate-rich soil of such sites which was used as fertilizer,
or perhaps deliberately for antiquities.” The papyri were subse-
quently split up and sold piecemeal, and have found their way into
a number of separate collections in different parts of the world.
About half of them are now held in Cairo, but there are also signifi-
cant groups in Ann Arbor, Florence, London, and New York, and
smaller numbers and isolated pieces in other locations.?

Until very recent times the dispersal has greatly inhibited palaeo-
graphic analysis.® It is only the creation and increasing accessibility of

7 On the obscure circumstances of discovery see Edgar, P. Mich. Zen., p. 1; also
P. Cair. Zen. 1, p. v: ‘Little is known about the circumstances of this remarkable find.
The sebakh diggers who divided the spoil were naturally shy of speaking about it to
anyone connected with the Antiquities Department, and I have tried in vain to
ascertain the exact spot of the discovery’

8 On the modern distribution see especially Pestman, Guide, 3 97.

9 Cf. W. Clarysse, ibid. 273 4.
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digital images of papyri that has improved this situation. One result
is that work on the language of the individual in the Archive has at
last become fully viable. The study of ancient writing hands is a
difficult, often uncertain exercise, even for the experts, digital images
cannot always substitute effectively for the original papyri, and we
are yet to reach the (perhaps unattainable) point where images of all
published Zenon papyri in all collections are necessarily available.
Nevertheless, the hands employed in documents from particular
persons can now be assessed on a much more comprehensive scale.

That is not to suggest that the palaeographic facet of Zenon
Archive studies has been ignored in the past. New work on the
writing hands can in fact be built on long-established foundations.
Already in Edgar’s editions of the 1920s the presumed autographs of
several of the Archive’s authors are identified. Perhaps the most
immediately persuasive is that of Zenon himself, the ‘commonest
and most characteristic’ used in his personal documents (shown in
Plate 4.5, P. Cair. Zen. 1 59129).10 The fact that it is used in some of
his draft-documents (e.g. P. Cair. Zen. 11l 59341c and 59341d) and
private notes (e.g. the agenda-lists P. Col. Zen. I 58 and 59) strongly
supports the identification.!!

Attempts to isolate the autographs of other authors are essentially
based on frequency and distinctiveness (contrasted with the com-
parative regularity of professional hands). A generally accepted ex-
ample is the ‘angular, individualistic script’ of Hierokles,!2 who
managed a malalcTpa associated with Apollonios’ household in
Alexandria (Plate 4.6, P. Cair. Zen. I1 59148). This hand occurs in
ten of Hierokles’ fourteen letters, which were written over a period of
about seven years.

The twenty-six documents attributed to Amyntas are written in
several different hands. Most of these are of professional type, but

10 Edgar, P. Cair. Zen. II 59287, introd.

11 Edgar, P. Cair. Zen. 11 59341, introd.; W. L. Westermann and E. S. Hasenoehrl,
P. Col. Zen.159, introd.; E. Crisci, Pap. Flor. XXVII, p. 19; see also Seider, Pal. Gr. iii/1.
192 207.

12 Skeat, P. Lond. VII 1941, introd.; for discussion of this hand see also J. M. S.
Cowey, ‘Parted Pieces: P.Zaki Aly 15b ( SB XVIII 13617) and P. Lond. VII 1946), in
M. Baumbach, H. Kéhler, and A. M. Ritter (eds.), Mousopolos Stephanos: Festschrift
fiir Herwig Gorgemanns (Heidelberg, 1998), 201 9 at 205.
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Plate 4.5. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59129: Letter from Zenon to Panakestor
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Plate 4.6. P. Cair. Zen. 11 59148: Letter from Hierokles to Zenon

here too an autograph has been cautiously identified.!® This is the
informal, semi-cursive hand of Plate 4.1 above, which occurs in a set
of at least seven documents (P. Lond. VII 1935, P. Cair. Zen. 1 59038,
159044, I 59046, 1 59053, 1 59066, I 59110).14 Richard Seider plaus-
ibly suggests a contextual motivation in support of the identification.
Some of the documents in the presumed autograph (including
P. Cair. Zen. 1 59110, my text (1) above) refer to sensitive and
potentially embarrassing subjects, which Amyntas may have pre-
ferred to keep as confidential as possible.!> The case of Hierokles
(P. L. Bat. XX 51) nevertheless shows that the idea cannot safely
be applied as a general criterion. That document is a letter dealing
with a scandal concerning the madaicrpa, in which Hierokles felt
himself dangerously implicated, but is written in a ‘chancery hand,
no doubt by one of the regular scribes in Apollonios’ establishment at
Alexandria’.16

13 Edgar, P. Cair. Zen. 159054, introd. (P. Cair. Zen. 1 59054, a list of items required
for boats in preparation for a voyage, ‘is written, no doubt by a clerk, in an almost
literary hand’; it was found attached to P. Cair. Zen. 1 59053, the covering letter, which
‘may perhaps have been written by Amyntas himself’); Seider, Pal. Gr. iii/1. 208.

14 Skeat identifies the London papyrus in this set as ‘written...in a hasty, semi
cursive hand’ (P. Lond. VII 1935, introd.). This I take on the basis of an examination
of the original to be identical with the hand of the Cairo group listed. I am grateful to
Willy Clarysse for comments (private communication) on images of some of the
Cairo papyri (it should not necessarily be assumed that he accepts the identification
of the same hand in all these items). For discussion of the hand see Seider, Pal. Gr. iii/
1. 212.

15 Ibid. 16 Skeat, P. Lond. VII 1941, n. to 1. 12.
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Plate 4.7. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59044, 1. 38 42: Detail from letter of Amyntas to
Zenon

It is also tempting to identify with Amyntas’ presumed autograph
the correcting hand in P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047 (see again Plate 4.3 and
text (2) above). There the scribe has written dwocre/dac covréuwc,
‘sending immediately’ leaving out the object adrdv, ‘him’. The cor-
rection is made in a second hand, and the idea that Amyntas per-
sonally checked the fair copy and corrected it is attractive. The match
to instances of ad7dv in the presumed autograph (see e.g. Plate 4.7, a
detail from P. Cair. Zen. 1 59044, 1. 38—42: 0% yap dv | HAmicapev | év
olTw Ppayel | xpovwe Swame|ceiv adrdv) does not, however, seem close
enough to secure the identification.

Where, then, we find a common or characteristic hand in one
author’s documents, it has become standard to assume that we are
dealing with that author’s autograph. This approach is provisionally
accepted here. We have to bear in mind that the assumption will
usually remain a matter of probability rather than proof, and that
there are other possible explanations. But the idea of Apollonios’
subordinates’ using regular amanuenses who do not write in hands
of professional type seems inherently unlikely.
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6. THE CASE STUDY

Let us now return to the case of Amyntas’ aspirated perfect
dpécralra. The form ddécralra could conceivably reflect more
than one linguistic development, but most probably results from
the analogy of déécryra (perfect from ddicTnue).l? For the present
purpose the important point is that it is rare in third-century Bc
papyri, and specifically in the environment of the Zenon Archive.
In the documents of Amyntas the perfect active of dmocréMw
occurs at least five times (omitting the instance in the docket of P.
Cair. Zen. 159110). Two of these cases have the unaspirated classical
spelling (dmecrdAxauer at P. Lond. VII 1935, 1. 9; (iwec7(i)\|f<ap,sv at P.
Cair. Zen. 1 59066, 1l. 9-10), three have the aspirated form
(apeletcrdAaper at P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047, 1. 1; dpecrdAraluev at P
Cair. Zen. 159053, 1. 15-16; dpec|rdAraper at P. Cair. Zen. 159110, 11.
18-19). There is one instance of the perfect passive and this too has
the aspirated form (d¢écrarrar at P. Cair. Zen. V 59805, 1. 2). In
addition, there are three restored instances, all of the perfect active.
One of them is a fairly secure restoration of the aspirated form
(dp[ectdArauer] at P. Cair. Zen. IV 59547, 1. 1). In the other two
cases the relevant portion of the word is lost ([dmecTdAxa]pev at P
Cair. Zen. 159030, L. 2; [dn]écradka at P. Cair. Zen. IV 59574, 1. 3—
Edgar restores the classical form in both places, despite his views
about Amyntas’ tendencies), but these in any case come from docu-
ments less certainly attributed to Amyntas. If we omit all three

17 False aspiration may seem attractive as an alternative explanation. This can
occur as a symptom of the general process of ‘psilosis’ (loss of aspiration), which
develops during the Koine period. The /h/ phoneme eventually disappears from the
consonant system (Gignac, Grammar, i. 133 8, esp. 137 8; Horrocks, Greek, 113).
There is already evidence for the process in third century Bc papyri, including the
Zenon Archive (Mayser and Schmoll, Grammatik, i/1. 173 6). But apart from
aspirated d¢écralka there is no evidence in Amyntas’ usage which could be taken
to point in this direction, and two cases of aspirated consonants preceding spiritus
asper at word junction, which provide a measure of counter evidence (in the auto
graph hand ody &c in P. Cair. Zen. 159044, 1. 24; in a professional hand ¥4’ jucv in
PSI'V 483, 1. 3). Another (in my view still less likely) possibility is that the form
dgécralra is the continuation of an old pattern of reduplication in which the perfect
of the simplex would be écralxa (cf. classical écrnra from lcryud); see Mayser
Schmoll, 176. I thank Anna Morpurgo Davies for advice on this idea.
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restored examples, we are left with two instances of the unaspirated
form and four of the aspirated.

So Amyntas appears to use the aspirated form twice as frequently as
the classical spelling. Not much can be made of so small a data sample,
but the relationship of these frequencies to the general usage of the
Archive must be significant. When we consider the overall distribution
of the two forms, Amyntas’ ‘weakness’ becomes much more obvious.
There are approximately 146 examples of the unaspirated classical spell-
ing, and only 11 of the aspirated form. Apart from the four in documents
from Amyntas, there are two from Zenon’s commercial agent Charmos
(P, Cair. Zen.159078, 1. 2; 11 59144, 1. 2—in his three letters Charmos only
uses the aspirated spelling), but no other such concentration in the
documents of a particular individual. And although it has to be acknow-
ledged that more material from Amyntas has been preserved than from
most of the Archive’s other authors, we may note that in Zenon’s
personal documents of letter type (as opposed to his accounts and
lists), which offer the nearest quantitative comparison, the classical
spelling occurs twice and the aspirated form is never used.

The aspirated form of our word has, therefore, a high relative
frequency in Amyntas’ documents. Yet the usage of Amyntas assumes
a further and more complex dimension when we compare the lin-
guistic data with the palacographic evidence. Four of the six relevant
documents employ the presumed autograph. The other two (P. Cair.
Zen. 159047 and V 59805) are professionally written, very probably by
the one scribe.'8 Both spellings of dmécralxa occur in the autograph,
twice each, but only the aspirated spelling in the professional hand (or
hands).

How are we to interpret this distribution? The most economical
solution in my view is that the aspirated d¢écradxa is indeed a
feature of Amyntas’ Greek which is distinctively manifested in his
documents. The concentration of examples there seems a compelling
indicator to this end. The general usage of the Archive suggests that

18 This identification is based on digital images, which are not entirely reliable for
distinguishing hands of professional type, but we can at least observe a very great
likeness between the scripts. Willy Clarysse points out (private communication) that
the only obvious difference between the two papyri lies in the form of the tau, always
uncial in P. Cair. Zen. V 59805, but in P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047 of cursive type, except in 1.
1. He suggests that the latter may have been a slightly less careful production of the
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the ‘default’ form would be the classical spelling, regardless of a
particular individual’s pronunciation. The scribes used by Apollo-
nios and his subordinates generally display standard orthography
reflecting a high level of competence. This implies that they had the
capacity to produce the form they had learned as correct, whatever
the pronunciation heard in dictation!® (similar to that shown in a
later period by the military scribes writing Latin at Vindolanda).20
Nevertheless, aspirated d¢écralra tends to appear in Amyntas’ letters.

If one accepts the identification of Amyntas’ autograph, it follows
that he sometimes wrote the word as he pronounced it, with aspir-
ation, and at least one of his scribes, copying from dictation, repro-
duced the form heard.2! But Amyntas sometimes wrote the standard
classical spelling, which he would so commonly have encountered in
letters from other people.22 This interpretation needs to be advanced
with due caution, but would account for the appearance of both
spellings in the presumed autograph. It also agrees with Edgar’s view,
though the palaeographic evidence shows that more than frequency
of occurrence needs to be considered.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The importance of combining prosopographic, linguistic, and
palaeographic analysis will be clear from this study. The method

same scribe (the dittography of epsilon in dée{e}crdAcaper may be remembered in
this connection). I am inclined also to identify the hand of P. Lond. VII 1942 (original
papyrus examined) at least with that of P. Cair. Zen. I 59047.

19 On the limited orthographical variation to be expected from professional
scribes cf. S. T. Teodorsson, The Phonology of Ptolemaic Koine (Géteborg, 1977),
esp. 41 2.

20 Cf. J. N. Adams, ‘The Language of the Vindolanda Writing Tablets: An Interim
Report, JRS 85 (1995), 86 134 at 89 90, especially on the case of the correction etiam
at Tab.Vindol. 11 234. ii, 1. 2.

21 One might also speculate that, if the scribe of P. Cair. Zen. 159047 and V 59805
is the same person, we have another individual here with the same tendency toward
the aspirated form. This seems to me a less persuasive idea. How likely would such a
tendency be for a professional scribe?

22 For another possible example of this type of influence see T. V. Evans, ‘Valedic
tory EPPQCO in Zenon Archive Letters from Hierokles, ZPE 153 (2005), 155 8 at
157 8.
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provides the key to productive investigation of the language of the
individual in the Zenon Archive. Identifying probable autographs
and marrying the linguistic and palaeographic data are crucial steps.

As a test case, Amyntas’ d¢écralra cannot lead us very far in itself.
The evidence of the writing hands demands modification of Edgar’s
original statement, a nuanced explanation for the distribution of the
aspirated forms, and a more cautious conclusion. It is also simply a
single feature of one author’s written language. Taken in isolation it
could create an inaccurate impression of Amyntas’ usage.2*> His
documents are generally marked by their linguistic and stylistic
regularity. Consider the orthography of text (1) above, which
(apart from aspirated déécralra) is typical of educated Alexandrian
productions of its period. To give another brief illustration, if we take
into account particle usage (discussed in this volume by Willy Clar-
ysse as a mark of ‘literary’ style), Amyntas provides six examples of
the pév...8¢ complex, of positive stylistic value,2¢ in ‘autograph’
letters.25 One atypical or substandard feature in an author’s work
should not characterize a whole style.

The example of aspirated d¢écradra is, however, suggestive in that
it fits within an emerging pattern of features indicative of personal
preferences which are observable in Zenon Archive documents.
I have discussed elsewhere the evidence which can be extracted
from extended greeting formulae, with specific reference to the
usage of Hierokles and Artemidoros the doctor.26 Variations within
these formulae seem to me very persuasive in revealing individual

23 Cf. J. N. Adams, Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge, 2003), 741,
on the importance of comparing ‘aberrational’ features with ‘non aberrational” ones
in this type of analysis.

24 Cf. J. A. L. Lee, ‘Some Features of the Speech of Jesus in Mark’s Gospel’, NovT 27
(1985), 1 26 at 1 2.

25 The examples are P. Cair. Zen. 159044, 1. 3 (uév...8); 1. 8 16 (uéy | ydp...5é);
1. 10 14 (uév...8; 1. 29 30 (uév o[8]v...8¢"); P. Cair. Zen. I 59066, 1. 2 9
(név...8€); P. Cair. Zen. 1 59110, 1. 10 19 uév [odv]...[d]¢. The case of P. Cair.
Zen. 1 59044 is interesting. There are four instances of the uév... 8¢ complex in the
letter, but at 1. 29 30 the 8¢ is only added as a supralinear correction, while at 1. 18 we
find pév ydp without following 8¢. The feature would seem to be a conscious flourish
for Amyntas (cf. Lee, ‘Some Features, 1 7).

26 T. V. Evans, ‘Greetings from Alexandria) in J. Frosén, T. Purola, and E. Salmen
kivi (eds.), Proceedings of the XXIV International Congress of Papyrology, Helsinki, st
7th of August 2004 (Helsinki, 2007), 299 308.
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tendencies. Also illustrative are Hierokles’” tendencies regarding val-
edictory éppwco at letter-closure.?”

The documents of letter type from the finance minister Apollo-
nios’ senior agents and their colleagues reward systematic linguistic
analysis, revealing contrasts both within this circle of authors and
with general tendencies within the Archive. Comprehensive study of
the writing hands in the sub-corpora from these individuals, ren-
dered practically possible by recent technological developments,
allows the identification of likely autographs. These cannot usually
be established beyond doubt, but can plausibly be isolated according
to the criteria of frequency, formality, and internal distinctiveness. If,
to present the clearest type of instance, an informal, semi-cursive
script is well represented in any sub-corpus of the Archive, it is a
reasonable assumption that this is the autograph of the named
author. Contextual data may also support the identification to
some extent (though they must not be forced). It seems inherently
unlikely that such a hand, as opposed to hands of ‘professional’, more
typically uncial type, would be that of a regular amanuensis. Establish-
ing the relationship of presumed autographs to apparently character-
istic linguistic features of the individual authors is the crucial
component of the method, offering us the clearest possible evidence
for personal preferences and the process of composition. The provi-
sional results presented above indicate the potential of the technique.28

The limitations of the proposed method need to be acknowledged,
along with its strengths. Where a data sample is sufficiently large
from a particular individual, we can expect with reasonable confi-
dence to identify features of personal style. We can also establish
evidence of authorial literacy and verbatim copying from dictation.
That is, if a particular feature can be linked closely to the letters
written in the name of one individual, and can further be linked to
that author’s presumed autograph, then the presence of the same
feature in non-autograph documents within the author’s sub-corpus
suggests copying from dictation.

Should non-autograph documents not show the feature in ques-
tion, however, that does not necessarily indicate a different method

27 See Evans, ‘Valedictory EPPQCO’ (n. 22).
28 See also the studies mentioned in nn. 26 7.
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of composition from verbatim copying. The scribe may be correcting
non-standard elements in the dictation. Nor can we expect the
varying styles of different scribes to emerge from the letters of a
single author. The data samples are all too small to reveal this sort of
evidence. So we may be able to discover signs indicating verbatim
copying in specific cases, but cannot necessarily expect to formulate
clear general conclusions on processes of letter composition.

What should be possible is to isolate unifying features within each
sub-corpus and to identify different practices within different sub-
corpora. Many of the identifications of personal written style which
we meet in the modern literature seem to be based more on assump-
tions than evidence. I hope to have shown here a means by which we
can move beyond supposition and gain a more precise understand-
ing of this facet of linguistic usage in the Zenon Archive. The work is
painstaking, but the potential considerable, ultimately bearing im-
plications for more general study of ancient Greek.

Appendix: Documents from Amyntas

Certain Identifications

1. P. Lond. VII 1935: letter to Zenon, 2 January 257.
2. P. Cair. Zen. 159038: letter to Zenon, docketed 29 February 257.
3. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59039: letter to Zenon, docketed 29 February 257.
4. PSI'V 483: letter to Zenon, docketed 29 February 257.
5. P. Cair. Zen. I 59040: letter to Zenon, docketed 3 March 257.
6. P. Cair. Zen. V 59805: letter to Kriton the boat captain, docketed 9
March 257.
7. P. L. Bat. XX 23: letter to Zenon, docketed 16 March 257.
8. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59042: letter to Zenon, docketed 19 March 257.
9. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59043: letter to Zenon, docketed 24 March 257.
10. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59044: letter to Zenon, docketed 26 March 257.
11. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59045: letter to Zenon, docketed 26 March 257.
12. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59046: letter to Apollonios the finance minister, not dated
by the author or in the docket; probably early 257.
13. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59047: letter to Zenon, 5 March 3 April 257; docketed 11
April 257.
14. P. L. Bat. XX 24: letter to Zenon, dated, but only indication of regnal year
preserved; docketed 11 April 257.
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15. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59053: letter to Zenon, 19 April 257.

16. P. Cair. Zen. 159054: list of items, found attached to P. Cair. Zen. 159053
and clearly the list referred to in that letter; ¢.19 April 257.

17. PSI V 533: memorandum to Zenon; the author’s name is restored by
Edgar as Amyntas and the document is associated with P. Cair. Zen. I
59053 and 59054; not dated, probably 258 257.

18. P. Lond. VII 1942: letter to Zenon, docketed 5 May 257.

19. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59066: letter to Zenon, not dated; 2257.

20. P. Cair. Zen. 1 59110: letter to Zenon, 26 November 257.

21. P. Cair. Zen. IV 59547: letter, probably to Apollonios the name of the
recipient is restored; the author’s name is lost, but the document can
safely be linked through its subject matter with P. Cair. Zen.159110; ¢.26
November 257.

22. PSI' VI 585: letter to Zenon, date not preserved if included.

Uncertain Identifications

1. P. Cair. Zen. 159030: the beginning of this letter is lost; Edgar assumes that
Amyntas is the author, the recipient is probably, but not necessarily
Zenon; tentatively dated 4 November 258.

2. P. Ryl. IV 555: to Apollonios (address on back preserved), ?9 February 257;
the opening of the letter is lost; it is plausibly but speculatively attributed
to Amyntas by Edgar.

3. P. Cair. Zen. IV 59574: a fragment lacking author’s and recipient’s names,
doubtfully associated with Amyntas on palacographic grounds; not dated.

4. PSI VI 612: to Kriton, author’s name speculatively restored as Amyntas;
date not preserved.

Previously Rejected Identification

1. P. Cair. Zen. 159032: to Zenon, 16 January 257; author’s name lost except
for Jac termination; originally attributed by Edgar to Amyntas on the
basis of the handwriting (similar to that of P. Cair. Zen. I 59030 and
59039), but he soon expressed doubt because of the elaborate greeting
formula used, which would be unique from Amyntas to Zenon (P. Cair.
Zen. 1, p. 181).
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Authorial Revision of Linguistic
Style in Greek Papyrus Letters and
Petitions (AD 1—iv)

R. Luiselli

1. INTRODUCTION

‘No utterance is such that its author cannot care what it sounds like.!
In the written language such care is primarily a feature of literary
composition but may also affect the linguistic form of ephemeral
texts relating to daily life. In petitioning government officials and
other authorities, as well as in writing letters on private affairs,
Greek-speaking individuals within the Roman empire seem on oc-
casion to have been no less willing than modern westerners to subject
their own written compositions to stylistic revision. Drawing on
letters and drafts of petitions penned on papyrus in the first four
centuries of the Christian era, this essay sets out to discuss the
phenomenon of self-correction in Greek documentary prose as evi-
dence for awareness of style among the educated élites in Egypt.2

1 K. J. Dover, The Evolution of Greek Prose Style (Oxford, 1997), 24 (with further
references).

2 My chosen time limit reflects an interest in the evolution of Greek prose style
from the early Roman empire down to late antiquity, when Egypt underwent
considerable changes in administration, economy, and society; on this see R. S.
Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton, 1993). It goes without saying that
evidence of textual revision relevant to language usage and other compositional
aspects is also supplied by the non literary papyri of the Ptolemaic period, and
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This general proposition requires qualification. As my chosen title
suggests, I shall concentrate on linguistic style as a specific category of
compositional activity, distinct from other spheres of stylistic practice
which pertain to generic composition.? Theoretically any element on
any linguistic level may be targeted for self-correction, and the non-
literary papyri do provide evidence of textual revision affecting orthog-
raphy, morphology, syntax, vocabulary, and other realms of language.
It is beyond the scope of this study, and indeed the allotment of space
within it, to produce a comprehensive list of occurrences of undesired
units of utterance and their replacements; nor does it survey the impact
of self-censoring attitudes on all levels of language. Rather, I offer some
insights into the writers’ repertoires and language practices in everyday
life by focusing on select linguistic ingredients which contribute to the
shaping of essential components of letter-writing and petitioning such
as the relations between the writer and the reader, the narrative flow,
and register. In other words, my main concern will be to comment on
the role of the individual in the process whereby utterances are selected.
The influence of socially recognized norms and expectations upon this
process will nevertheless be highlighted for consideration whenever this
seems worthy of attention.

Intervention of correction and self-correction may be caused by
both rational and non-rational factors. Whereas textual alterations
made in scribendo usually affect short sequences of letters, and are
likely to reflect an instinctive and immediate reaction to one’s own
lapses in writing and unwanted choices, interlinear changes may well
betray varying degrees of consciousness since they often involve
thoughtful revision of extensive units of utterance. Although the
importance of non-rational determinants of language use is undeni-
able, it seems more fruitful to focus on premeditated linguistic
behaviour. I shall thus concentrate on interlinear corrections and
other evidence of textual reworking in order to emphasize the impact
of awareness on non-literary linguistic performance. An approach of

surfaces here and there in documents written after the fourth century Ap down to the
last phases of Greek civilization in Egypt under the Arab administration (see e.g. P.
Apoll. 10). T shall occasionally draw on this material when it seems to contribute
illuminating evidence.

3 Cf. Dover, Evolution, 1 12 on linguistic style as distinct from other levels which
can be subsumed under the category of style.
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this kind widens the traditional perspective of scholarship on the
language of papyrus letters, since these have predominantly been
viewed as written records of casual utterance. On a smaller scale it
offers unique opportunities to assess the effects of premeditation on
the language of a single text as it facilitates determination of the
extent and quality of conscious acts of (self-)corrective intervention
when this intervention has not obliterated the traces of what would
have been expressed without it.

A word must also be added on the notion of ‘self-correction’, which
is related to the complex question of authorship.* In principle, a
distinction must be drawn between penmanship and composition. In
the documentary genres under consideration, the former may result
from either the petitioner/letter-writer or a clerk who writes on his or
her behalf. But a scribe may either be taking down dictation or freely
composing for himself, and there is no reason to doubt that in
addition to doing the writing he may also change anything which
he regards as needing improvement or has been instructed to emend.
It is far from simple to determine what is owed to whom in each
individual case, and the fragmentary nature of papyrus evidence
often makes things even more difficult to handle. Since, however, a
dictated text which is read and approved by its author is comparable
with an autograph copy,® I shall reckon as authorial the task of
revision undertaken at the draft stage. First-hand changes will be
treated as evidence of self-correction, whether actually self-inflicted
or not. In order to minimize the risk of misconception, I shall adopt
non-committal terms such as ‘writer’ and ‘drafter’ throughout, un-
less firm evidence of authorship is available.

Evidence of extensive textual reworking is usually treated as an
indicator of a draft, whether the text is a literary composition, a
contract, a private letter, or a petition.5 But fair copies of letters are

4 On the authorship of private letters on papyrus see R. S. Bagnall and R. Cribiore,
Women’s Letters from Ancient Egypt, 300 Bc ap 800, with contributions by E. Ahtar
idis (Ann Arbor, 2006), 59 65, and H. Zilliacus, Zur Sprache griechischer Familien
briefe des III. Jahrhunderts n. Chr. (P. Michigan 214 221) (Helsinki, 1943), 26. J. N.
Adams, Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge, 2003), 84 93 has an
excellent discussion of the authorship of inscriptions.

5 P. Maas, Textkritik, 2nd edn. (Leipzig, 1950), 5.

6 On autographs of literary texts on papyrus see most recently T. Dorandi,
Nellofficina dei classici: come lavoravano gli autori antichi (Rome, 2007), 48 51; id.,
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more likely than the vast majority of petitions to display a reasonable
number of corrections, so that it may not be easy to distinguish a
draft of a letter from a fair copy.” I thus take account of epistolary
texts that exhibit corrections, irrespective of whether they are to be
taken as drafts or fair copies; and I concentrate on drafts of petitions.

2. TERMS OF ADDRESS

‘Because speech events regularly include both a speaker-writer and a
listener-reader, it is not surprising that language is particularly sensi-
tive, in the rules for speech use, to the relations between the two
parties’8 An educated user of language between the first and fourth
centuries was every bit as receptive to the requirements of social
convention in selecting utterances for adoption in his or her ephem-
eral compositions as is any educated individual in present-day Eng-
land.® Today we are prepared to adjust the message form to the
addressee in spite of the increasing relaxation of societal norms con-
straining language behaviour as a result of the growing informality of
modern life. Despite their undeniable differences of form, structure,
and scope, Greek letters and petitions are related in terms of commu-
nicative function as they involve a mutual relationship between a

Le Stylet et la tablette: dans le secret des auteurs antiques (Paris, 2000), 53 60; cf. also
J. Lundon, ‘Il nuovo testo lirico nel nuovo papiro di Saffo’, in G. Bastianini and A.
Casanova (eds.), I papiri di Saffo e di Alceo: Atti del convegno internazionale di studi,
Firenze, 8 9 giugno 2006 (Florence, 2007), 149 66 at 159 60. On drafts of notarial
deeds from Byzantine Egypt see E. von Druffel, Papyrologische Studien zum byzanti
nischen Urkundenwesen im Anschluf$ an P. Heidelberg 311 (Munich, 1915), 14 23, who
deals with texts showing corrections at 21 2. Drafts of private letters include P. Koln
VI 264 and 265.

7 The same problem may also arise when no textual reworking is in evidence; see
e.g. M. Salvo, ‘A New Letter from the Heroninos Archive: Heroninos to Alypios, ZPE
122 (1998), 131 4 at 133 4.

8 B. Spolsky, Sociolinguistics (Oxford, 1998), 19.

9 On accommodatio in Greek and Latin rhetorical theories of letter writing see R.
Luiselli, ‘Un nuovo manuale di epistolografia di epoca bizantina (P. Berol. inv. 21190):
presentazione e considerazioni preliminari} in B. Kramer, W. Luppe, H. Maehler,
and G. Poethke (eds.), Akten des 21. internationalen Papyrologenkongresses, Berlin,
13. 19. 8. 1995 (Stuttgart and Leipzig, 1997), 643 51 at 647 51.
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writer and a reader.1? In particular, the recognition of the addressee
and his rights in the situation in which the writer is engaged is
essential in petitions, where deference is crucial to secure a favourable
response.!! Inasmuch as the adoption of politeness formulae and
address terms contributes to the enhancement of respect, the pre-
sence or absence of a vocative may constitute a matter for concern.
Good examples of this are provided by two papyri of the third
century AD. Lollianus alias Homoeus, public grammaticus (8nudcioc
ypappaticéc) of Oxyrhynchus,12 took care to revise in his own hand a
draft of a petition to the emperors Valerian and Gallienus (ap 253—
60), which had previously been written in a large, clear cursive,!3
presumably at his dictation.’* The corrected version of a sentence
whereby the emperors are addressed encompasses a vocative, ‘most
divine Emperors’ (feidraror adroxpdropec), which is not found in the
dictated version.!> A short time previously, Aurelius Dio[- - -] alias
Callinicus, former exegetes of Heracleopolis,'6 gymnasiarch,!? and

10 Cf. J. L. White, ‘“The Greek Documentary Letter Tradition Third Century B.C.E.
to Third Century c.E’, Semeia, 22 (1981), 89 106 at 96 7 on other elements of affinity
between letter writing and petitioning.

11 J. L. Fournet, ‘Entre document et littérature: la pétition dans antiquité tardive’,
in D. Feissel and J. Gascou (eds.), La Pétition a Byzance (Paris, 2004), 61 74 at 61.

12 R. A. Kaster, Guardians of Language: The Grammarian and Society in Late
Antiquity (Berkeley, CA, 1988), 304 5 (no. 90); see also R. Cribiore, Writing, Teachers,
and Students in Graeco Roman Egypt (Atlanta, 1996), 168 no. 3.

13 P Oxy. XLVII 3366, 1l. 40 70 P. Coll.Youtie 1I 66, 1. 40 70, text C. It is
probable that the petition dates from ap 258 or 259; see P. J. Parsons, ‘Petitions and a
Letter: The Grammarian’s Complaint’, in A. E. Hanson (ed.), Collectanea papyrolo
gica: Texts Published in Honor of H. C. Youtie (Bonn, 1976), ii. 409 46 at 419; also W.
H. M. Liesker, ‘The Dates of Valerian Caesar and Saloninus’, in B. G. Mandilaras (ed.),
Proceedings of the XVIII International Congress of Papyrology, Athens 25 31 May 1986
(Athens, 1988), ii. 455 63 at 460, who argues (n. 23) for a date between mid January
and late March 258.

14 See Parsons, ‘Petitions’, 412, who suggests (plausibly, in my opinion) that the
interlinear corrections are Lollianus’ own work. The same short roll contains on the
front an earlier, yet partial, draft of the same petition (text A, 1. 1 16), written in a
sub literary script which, as Parsons puts it, ‘may or may not be his [Lollianus’]
attempt at a more formal script’.

15 P Oxy. XLVII 3366, 1. 61a  P. Coll.YoutieII 66, 1. 61a. This passage will be cited
in full below.

16 P Hamb. 1V, p. 232 no. 100.

17 P, J. Sijpesteijn, Nouvelle Liste des gymnasiarques des métropoles de I'Egypte
romaine (Zutphen, 1986), 53 no. 25.
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superintendent of the stemmata at Antinoopolis, drafted, or had a
clerk draft, a petition in which he addressed the prefect of Egypt,
probably L. Lucretius Annianus, in the following words:!8

memoflarc
, , - , , . , A
[7icredwy pov] radryy wov Tny (kernpiav, Aaumpdrate ny|elpdv, e Tic

fyepovecic]

, s sy . ,
wdAicra 8¢ éml, uéyicr|e fyeudv
. , s N \ \ sy, . , \
vmypeclac pldcew mpoc v <y dyxivowav Barrov kal[ralv[o]iparoc mapa
[ro0 e, _f.<[

trustlng
[Believing] that this supplication of mine, most glorious prefect, will with
the prefectural

and especially because, most eminent prefect,
assistance arrive at your sagacity more quickly than thought,...

The first hand appended the vocative uéyicr[e fyeudiv to a supra-
script in smaller and somewhat more cursive script.

In antiquity, as in modern societies, the selection of the address
form appropriate for the person to whom the message was directed
was also important to the success of communication.?® It is thus
hardly surprising that titles played a crucial role in address usage in
the Greek-speaking communities of Roman Egypt, especially from
the third century onwards when increasingly elaborate address
patterns took the place of the personal pronoun ‘you’ in the address

18 P Vind. Tand. 2, 1l. 4 5. On the addressee see Sijpesteijn and Worp, P. Vind.
Tand., p. 9. If they are right in suggesting that the petition, which is datable to the
reign of Gordian III, was written in the year after the past regnal year 2 mentioned in
1. 13, then it must date from the third year of Gordian, i.e. 239/40. The prefecture of L.
Lucretius Annianus is attested for the second half of May 239. See P. Mich. XIV 675, 11.
14 25; G. Bastianini, ‘Il prefetto d’Egitto (30 a.C. 297 d.C.): Addenda (1973 1985);,
ANRW I 10. 1 (Berlin, 1988), 503 17 at 514. But according to P. J. Parsons, ‘M.
Aurelius Zeno Januarius, in D. H. Samuel (ed.), Proceedings of the Twelfth Inter
national Congress of Papyrology (Toronto, 1970), 389 97 at 394, Annianus ‘was in
office at some time in 239/40’ since he reports (n. 27) that ‘an unpublished Oxy
rhynchus document mentions him in the third year of Gordian’. See further Rea, P.
Oxy. XLIII 3108, introd., who deals with the question of possible overlaps with Cn.
Domitius Philippus.

19 On modern societies see Spolsky, Sociolinguistics, 21 2; D. B. Parkinson, Con
structing the Social Context of Communication: Terms of Address in Egyptian Arabic
(Berlin, 1985), 225. On Greek forms of address see E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address
from Herodotus to Lucian (Oxford, 1996).
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system.20 These patterns not only consist of an abstract title, but
often include one or more accompanying adjectives as well. Each of
these constituent elements may attract attention in the revision
process. In a fragmentary draft of a petition of the third century ap
the writer addressed the reigning emperors, whose names are not
indicated in the extant portion of the text, with the title “Your
Liberality’ ([a]76 T1ic Sudv edepyeciac). At a later stage he expanded
it into the more elaborate and unusual address form ‘Your most
divinely beloved Liberality’ ([d]7mo 7ic “fOeodidectdrnc” dpav
edepyeciac) by adding the adjective ‘most divinely beloved’ in the
space above the line.2! Similarly, in an official letter written in Greek
in the time of the Arab administration of Egypt under the Umayyad

20 H. Zilliacus, Zur Abundanz der spitgriechischen Gebrauchssprache (Helsinki,
1967); id., Untersuchungen zu den abstrakten Anredeformen und Hoflichkeitstiteln im
Griechischen (Helsinki, 1949), esp. 39 50. On titles of address in Greek Christian
letters see L. Dinneen, Titles of Address in Christian Greek Epistolography to 527 AD
(Washington, DC, 1929); on titles in the papyri of the Roman and Byzantine periods
see O. Hornickel, Ehren und Rangpridikate in den Papyrusurkunden: Ein Beitrag zum
romischen und byzantinischen Titelwesen (Giessen, 1930); A. Arjava, ‘Zum Gebrauch
der griechischen Rangpridikate des Senatorenstandes in den Papyri und Inschriften’,
Tyche, 6 (1991), 17 35; also A. Stein, ‘Griechische Rangtitel in der romischen
Kaiserzeit’, Wiener Studien, 34 (1912), 160 70.

21 PSI XIV 1422, 1. 32. Frosén and Hagedorn, P. Bub. I, p. 173 noted the uncom
mon use of feoprécTaroc with reference to the Roman emperor before Constantine.
In third century Egypt it is attested for Elagabalus (P. Bub. I 4, col. xlviii, . 6),
Maximinus Thrax (SB1 421, 1. 4), Decius (SPP XX 54, col. ii, . 11), and Diocletian
(P. Panop. Beatty 1, 1. 246); see E. Mitthof, ‘Vom {epairaroc Kaicap zum émpavécraroc
Kaicap: Die Ehrenpridikate in der Titulatur der Thronfolger des 3. Jh. n. Chr. nach
den Papyri’, ZPE 99 (1993), 97 111 at 102 n. 32. In other provinces of the empire it is
known for Severus Alexander (SEG XXXI 677B. 2) and some of his successors; see M.
Peachin, Roman Imperial Titulature and Chronology, AD 235 284 (Amsterdam, 1990),
512, who lists material referring to Maximinus Thrax, Gordian III (add his no. 180 on
p- 189), Philippus Arabs, Decius, and his son Hostilianus, as well as to Valerian II and
Saloninus. At Augusta Traiana (Thrace) feopilectdrn is also attested for Marcia
Otacilia Severa, the consort of Philippus Arabs (SEG XLVI 843.5). P. Weiss, ‘Ein
Altar fiir Gordian III., die &lteren Gordiane und die Severer aus Aigeai (Kilikien)’,
Chiron, 12 (1982), 191 205 at 204 n. 53 observes that the notion of the emperor’s
liberality as a manifestation of feopu\é7nc may lurk behind Menander Rhetor’s
description (i. 361. 20 3; p. 62 Russell Wilson) of feodidérnc as a constituent
element of city encomia. (In Egypt the city of Heracleopolis is called feopilijc in
third century documents; see most recently F. Mitthof, Griechische Texte XVI: Neue
Dokumente aus dem romischen und spitantiken Agypten zu Verwaltung und Reichs
geschichte (1. 7. Jh. n. Chr.) (Vienna, 2002), 110.)
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caliphs, the drafter substituted ‘Your divinely protected, magnificent
Authority’ (éx TC ‘L;‘u,e’TG,paC\060(]5U)\O{KTOU/}LE’}IO,/\OWpeﬂo‘L’)‘C decmroreiac)
for ‘Your magniﬁcent Authority’ (éx 7ic Suerépac peyalompemoic
decmorelac) by entering ‘divinely protected’ above the line.22

3. WORD-ORDER

The placing of the vocative in relation to the other elements of the
sentence is also relevant to address usage and may be targeted for
(self-)correction. BGU XI 2012, a draft petition addressed by C.
Tulius Agrippinus, a soldier of the legio II Traiana fortis, to the prefect
of Egypt in about the mid-second century,?® displays several first-
hand corrections, two of which are stylistic in nature.24 In 1l. 7-8

[yepav kidpie,]| évérvydv [clo
[yepav] kipie,
[Se0. Bi]BABlov 76 évectidT érer Padehe §

the message to be conveyed is a simple one: ‘I have appealed to you
by petition in the current year, on 4 Phaophi (= 1 October)’. The
point at issue is whether the vocative ‘lord prefect’, by which Agrippi-
nus wishes to address his high-ranking recipient, should be placed (a)
prominently at the very beginning of the sentence, or (b) after a unit
of utterance consisting of a mobile element (viz. the main verb) and a
postpositive (viz. the enclitic form of the personal pronoun), thus:

(a) vjyepww kipue, évéTuxdy cot
8wa BufAdiov 7 évectdTi érer Padipe b.

(b) évéruydv cou, Nyeuwv kipie,

The drafter wrote (a) down first but replaced it with (b) at a later
stage, thus showing a preference for the collocation of the vocative

22 P Apoll. 42,1. 1 (2nd half of vii Ap). The addressee is the pagarch of Apollono
polis (Edfu).

23 As Maehler, BGUXI. i, p. 3 observed, BGUII 378, 1l. 12 13 ( Chrest. Mitt. 60,
1. 12 13) shows that Agrippinus was serving as a soldier of the legio IT Traiana fortis
in April Ap 147.

24 Maehler, BGU XL i, p. 1.
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within the sentence. Another individual, Pharion son of Eutyches,
sent out two petitions to Marcus Sempronius Liberalis, the prefect of
Egypt in Ap 154-9.25 His later composition has (at P. Fouad 26,26 11.
23-4):

Nyeulaw] kipie, €8iéd (= &deéd) cou \ )Y adfadi[av] 700 avTidiKov.

My lord prefect, I showed you the stubbornness of my adversary.

This compares well with Agrippinus’ original choice. But in Phar-
ion’s earlier complaint the vocative is placed within a genitive abso-
lute (at P. Fouad 26, 1l. 30-4):

e &|pvrov (= EudirTov) cov ede[plyeciac, fyeuaw ripie, | elc mdvra
éplarvine, ral adroc | modwramde (= moddodamdc) Pualduevoc xal
d8t|kovpevoc €lc]revca émi cé.

Since your ingrained kindness, lord prefect, is extended to everyone, I too,
having been treated with violence and wronged, have recourse to you.

This choice conforms to a formula that appears to have been in use
for several decades, as is suggested by the following examples:2?

P Mich. TII 174, 1. 2 3 (c. AD 144 7) 7ijc | éuddrov clo]v, 1fyepwv xipee,

s ;s , . Py
edepyeciac elc mdvrac pdavoicnc kadToc Tvxeiv Séopad.

P. Oxy. XVII 2131, ll. 7 8 (AD 207) 7fic éudirov cov, nyeuwv décmora,
dukarodoclac Sinkodcnc elc mdvrac avlpdmovc kal adToc ddiknbeic émi ce

karaped|yw] déidv éxduclac Tvyelv.

In fact, a number of texts, mainly datable to between the 130s and
180s, show that the vocative ‘lord prefect’ (yyyeuwv xipie) was usually
placed within the sentence in second-century petitions:

(i) P. Oxy. III 486, 1I. 33 4 (ap 131; Oxyrhynchus): mapakadd ce, fyepav

/ ~ 3 , SQY A / ) ’ 3 ~
KUPLE, [T]OU | (1VTL8LKO[U OU8€ vuv W(IPO]VTOC, €7TLTp€l/laL not aV(l7T/\€UC(IL.

25 PIR? vii/2. 134 5 no. 358; Bastianini, ‘Prefetto d’Egitto, 509; P. Bureth, ‘Le
préfet d’Egypte (30 av.J. C. 297 ap.]. C.): état présent de la documentation en 1973’,
ANRW 1I 10. 1 (Berlin, 1988), 472 502 at 486; G. Bastianini, ‘Lista dei prefetti
d’Egitto dal 30* al 299, ZPE 17 (1975), 263 328 at 292 4.

26 On the date of this petition see G. Bastianini, Gli strateghi dell’Arsinoites in epoca
romana (Brussels, 1972), 53; also J. Whitehorne, Strategi and Royal Scribes of Roman
Egypt (Florence, 2006), 42.

27 On this formula see Zilliacus, Untersuchungen, 37. The usage of xdpie and
8écmora has most recently been reassessed by E. Dickey, ‘Kdpie décmora, Domine:
Greek Politeness in the Roman Empire, JHS 121 (2001), 1 11, esp. 3 9.
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(ii) P. Ryl. 11 113, 1. 6 14 (aD 133; Letopolis): émei (= émi) | 74 mporépw
Stado|yicpd, fyepaw kipie, | Capamic Wwabaroc | kal Eppic Wocvairoc |

Ka2 NL/VVOC Ké‘lLUJVOC | [ cee ] SLGCTGL/)\G.VT(; Hot.

(iii) P Oxy. VII 1032, 1. 36 7 (aDp 161; Oxyrhynchus): dvaykaiw[c odv,]

¢ N / TN N ~ v /
Nyepwr kbpie, kate|pilyoluey [é]mi & 7ov mdvrwv [cw]mipa rkal edepyérny.

(iv) P Oxy. VII 1117, 1. 2 3 (c. ap 178; Oxyrhynchus): évayyoc, 7yepwv

kipee, Emdnuii[cac & Th Nuerépa] | médew Siéyvarc. ..

(v) SBXVI12678,11.19 20 (before 27 July Ap 179528 Karanis): mpocdép|w] cot,

Nyepaw | [kdpie, mpaypa mic] cijc éxdukiac Sedpevov.

(vi) P Amh. 1179, 1. 46 (c. AD 186; Hermopolis): |v wp[d]7ov, fyepnwr kipee
(= kdpue), mpocpety|w.

(vii) BGU XV 2460, ll. 2 3 (ii AD; Arsinoite?): v]dv odv, fyepav kipife,

rarepiyoper (2)] | [émt cé] Tov mdvrwv cwipa.

Although the two positions of the vocative are identical in com-
municative function, they are likely to entail different logical rela-
tions to the nearby units of utterance. For example, the writer’s focus
of attention in Agrippinus’ formulation (b) is arguably set on
évéruydv cot, whereas the vocative seems to receive secondary stress,
since it is logically dispensable because predictable by virtue of cot.2°
A similar status may be assigned to the vocatives in (i), and (v), as
well as in (ii), (iii), (iv), and (vii) above. Instead, it looks as if in
Agrippinus’ formulation (a) the treatment of évérvydv cou is equiva-
lent to that in (b), while the vocative, which is given precedence, is
brought into greater relief than as compared in (b), possibly with the
purpose of attracting the reader’s attention.3® But the motivating
force behind the composer’s consciously performed repudiation of
one logical pattern in favour of the other in this specific language
situation is beyond retrieval. We must also resort to speculation if we
want to explain the second-century preferential treatment of the

28 Perhaps it was submitted to the prefect in the spring of Ap 179; see N. Lewis,
‘Notationes legentis, BASP 20 (1983), 55 8 at 55.

29 E. Fraenkel, Noch einmal Kolon und Satz (Munich, 1965), 30 40 argued that
when a vocative is placed within a clause, it usually precedes or follows an emphatic
unit of utterance, or indeed separates two or more elements of such a unit. Cf.
K. J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge, 1960), 32 4 for criticisms of the term
‘empbhasis’; I regard his terminology as more serviceable.

30 Cf. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address, 197 9 on this function of vocatives which
stand at the beginning of a sentence.
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vocative as a concomitant element of utterances directed to the
prefect of Egypt, even when such utterances are not formulaic.
Authorial changes may also affect the word-order within a word-
group. Let us consider the position of the possessive genitive of the
personal pronoun in relation to the articular noun. The draft of a
petition addressed by Lollianus, the Oxyrhynchite grammarian, to
the emperors Valerian and Gallienus displays the following text (P.
Oxy. XLVII 3366, 1l. 60-1 = P. Coll.Youtie II 66, 1l. 60—1, text C):3!

60 aydyrny écxlo]v Ty ixe
[[;/,ejy]] ﬂpoche/p(y lfvp.[[et]](fw Tolc i')([v]ea, fetéraTol aﬁTOKpciTOpec

, , PO TEN -
61 Typlav TavTyy Tolc xvectw VU@V mpoceveyKelv.

Two different versions of one and the same sentence are in evidence,
thus:

(Ty) dvdaykny écxov Tnw (keTnplav TadTny Toic iyvecw Sudv mpoceveykeiv.

I find myself compelled to bring this supplication to your feet.

(Ty) 7y ({kemmplav TavTny mpochépw Dudv Toic ixvec,, OedraTor
adTorpdTopec.

I bring this supplication to your feet, most divine Emperors.

T, differs from T in several respects: the supplication is no longer
said to be handed in under constraint; a vocative is added at the end of
the sentence; and T’s Toic {yvecw dpav is replaced by spav Toic iyvect.
The latter change is prompted by an aborted plan to write duiv. In
Hellenistic and later Greek the possessive genitive of the personal
pronoun may stand either after the articular noun, as in T, or before
its article, as in T,.32 Since T, and T, (with the single exception of uév)
are undeleted, it looks as if they were both regarded as worthy of
consideration. There is no knowing which of the two alternative
formulations was eventually adopted in the fair copy of the petition.

A more striking case of hesitation between different options is
provided by a set of documentary texts of fourth-century date. In
December ap 348 Aurelius Ammon, the scholasticus, brother of

31 On the authorship of the main text and of the interlineation cf. n. 14 above. On
the date of the petition see n. 13.

32 BDR, Grammatik, § 284. 1; N. Turner, Syntax, vol. iii of J. H. Moulton, A
Grammar of New Testament Greek (Edinburgh, 1963), 189 90. Kiithner Gerth, i. 619
collect evidence from classical Greek.
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Aurelius Harpocration the panegyrist from Panopolis,>® wrote a
petition to a high-ranking authority, viz. the catholicus (rationalis)
or the prefect of Egypt.3* He made several attempts at revising his
composition or select parts thereof in his practised and skilled hand.
In particular, he is known to have produced no fewer than six
successive versions of the following simple utterance, essentially
‘because of these slaves (of ours) who dwell here’:

(a) P Ammon 11 32, 1. 10 11: 8wa | 7a dvdpdmoda raiTa Tla évravfoi
SwatpiBovr]a
(b) P. Ammon 11 38, 1. 27 8: [8we 70 avdpdmoda] | 7Hudv Ta évravboi
dwarplPolv]Ta
nulav]
(¢) P Ammon 1I 39¢, 1. 8 9: 8w 7a. | 4[v8]pdmoda Taldra 7]a [Huérepal
évrav[fot SwatpiBovra
(d) P. Ammon 11 40, L. 18: 8]wa Tadra Ta avdp[dmoda
(e) P Ammon 11 41, 1. 41 2: 8wa [r]ad[ra Ta avdpldrod(a) adrold] | 1a
évravboi Satpifovra
Lo

(f) P. Ammon 11 45, 1. 16: 8ia. TadTa Td dvdpdmoda Ta évravboi Swalrp]iBovra

Afterthought accounts for the interlinear 5juov in (¢) and (f). The
pronoun is placed after ra dvdpdmoda in (c) as well as in (b) but
before it in (f). In addition, if we consider the collocation of the
articular noun (N) and the possessive genitive of the personal pro-
noun (P) in relation to the position of the demonstrative (D), we
encounter the patterns NPD in (¢), DNP in (e), and DPN in (f). This
variety of formulation is remarkable. Since Ammon penned each of
the six passages in his own hand, he is also accountable for each one
of those formulations. His wavering conduct illustrates nicely how an
individual of advanced education in law, grammar, rhetoric, phil-
osophy, and literature may vary the word-order within complex
word-groups in relation to unpredictable and undetectable factors.

33 On Ammon’s level of education see Maresch Andorlini, P. AmmonII, pp. 21 2,
and also Willis Maresch, P. Ammon 1, p. 1. On his brother Harpocration see
G. Browne, ‘Harpocration Panegyrista, ICS 2 (1977), 184 96 at 193 5; id., A
Panegyrist from Panopolis) in P. J. Parsons, J. R. Rea, E. G. Turner, and R. A. Coles
(eds.), Proceedings of the XIV International Congress of Papyrologists (Oxford, 24 31
July 1974) (London, 1975),29 33 at31 2;apparently he cannot be identified with any
of the other known Harpocrations; cf. also Kaster, Guardians of Language, 411 no. 226.

34 Maresch and Andorlini, P. Ammon II, pp. 43 5.
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4. RECURRENCE AND VARIETY

One of the main characteristics of the documentary language is its
propensity to embrace a great deal of verbal repetition at short
intervals. Recurrent terminology is to be expected when referential
accuracy is important to the success of communication, as in business
correspondence, or when it is in keeping with legal jargon. Where no
such constraint or influence from context is in evidence, the intensive
use of specific units of utterance calls for stylistic assessment. There is
no question, though, that evaluation of this phenomenon often
constitutes an intractable problem, since the determinants of use
can no longer be recovered on objective grounds. Thus carelessness,
insensitivity, or bad judgement may be invoked to explain the follow-
ing way of expressing the charge of failing to reciprocate one’s own
letters: “You never éypaac to me a single letter (émicroljv) when 1
often &ypaifa to you; ypdpe to me about what you want’ (CPRVII 57.
15-19; iii/iv AD).3> Variation by synonymy could have been exploited
had the writer wished or been able to do so. For example, in the simple
utterance ‘write a letter’ the lexical repertoire of fourth-century Greek
would have allowed the substitution of the verb ‘send’, and even
‘produce’, for ‘write’.36 A correction motivated by a desire for variation
in a similar situation occurs in a draft of a letter which Lollianus the
grammarian addressed to an unnamed friend at court (at P. Oxy.
XLVII 3366, 1. 23—4 = P. Coll.Youtie I1 66, 1l. 23—4, text B):37

23 ém[créw] coy, dBerdle. .. . .. le, radr(qw) Tpir(qv) émctol(fv), [{Tv[a]
ael ypdd
we cove[xl@c edppaivnic Tlept T(fic) cJwrnplac cov [émcTé]wv.

35 On this epistolary topos see S. K. Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco Roman
Antiquity (Philadelphia, 1986), 186; P. Cugusi, Evoluzione e forme dell’epistolografia
latina nella tarda Repubblica e nei primi due secoli dell'Impero con cenni sull’epistolo
grafia preciceroniana (Rome, 1983), 76; H. Koskenniemi, Studien zur Idee und
Phraseologie des griechischen Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. (Helsinki, 1956), 64 7.

36 For the expression ‘produce a letter’ in a 4th c. papyrus see P. Abinn. 31, 1L
13 14 (c. 340s): émcrody...| odk émoinca. Later examples of this usage include
P. Ant. 11 94, 1. 15 (vi AD); P. Oxy. 1157, 1. 4 (vi AD); P. Giss. 57, 1. 2 (vi/vii ap); CPR
XIV 54, 1. 2 (vii/viii Ap); P. Apoll. 27,1. 1 (vii AD).

37 Parsons, ‘Petitions’, 412, suggests that the script, a small hand of a type often
used for commentaries, may be ascribed to Lollianus.
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I send you, ... brother, this third letter, so that
continually writ
you may perpetually rejoice me by [[send]ling about your state of health.
(Trans. P. J. Parsons, adapted.)

The first-hand correction in 1. 24, which aims at substituting
ypdpwv for émwctéAwy, obviates the impression of naiveté entailed
by the sequence émictéMw...émctov. .. émcré\Mwrv. The une-
mended utterance émwctéMw . . . émcToljy may be given two different
interpretations. By virtue of its literary pedigree it might be treated as
a choice expression.?® (In third-century epistolary usage, the inser-
tion of such a figure of expression in a passage of rather confidential
tone would remind one of ¢p{[Arat]e, puAnrd cow pida in PSI XII 1246,
1. 6.)3° But in view Of€,7TL.C"T€././\)\w 7 | émercroliy (= émicrodv) in the
second-century letter SB VIII 9826, 1. 5-6 it might be regarded as
having a somewhat informal character. It must be borne in mind,
however, that in the standard language of coeval letters on papyrus
the verbs dmocréMw and especially méumw are used in preference to
émctédw to express ‘send’ in the utterance ‘send an émicroly’.20

38 For examples in Attic prose see D. iv. 37; Ep. iii. 2; in late antique epistolography
Basil. Ep. 82. 26, 190. 3. 14 (ed. Courtonne); in literary prose of the Roman period
Arr. An. vii. 23. 6; Ael. VH xii. 51; Cass. Dio Ixi. 3. 2. Cf. the specimens of the type
émctoly, My émécreide such as Aeschin. ii. 90; [Pl.] Ep. 13. 363 B; D. Chr. xliv. 12; Ath.
xiii. 87(607r); Iul. Ep. 379 p. Aristid. 1. 73 (443. 26 Keil) is also relevant.

39 In general, on mixtures of register see Dover, Evolution, 53 6.

40 For3rd c. examples of émicrol after méumw see BGUIIL 814, 11. 29,31 2; P. Mert. 1
28,1.5 6; P. Tebt. 11424, 1. 2; SBIII 6222, 1. 5; P. Oxy. XLIX 3507, 1. 3; P. Harr. 11 235, 1L.
13 14; émicrolq (or émicrdéAwov) after dmoctédw can be seen at SBXIV 12172,1.5 6 (AD
7); P. Berl. Zill. 10,11. 1 2 (i/ii Ap) (on the language of this letter see Zilliacus, P. Berl. Zill.,
p-73); P. Oxy. X111481,11. 2 3 (ii AD); P. Mich. XV 752,11. 30 1 (ii AD); P. Mich. VIII 517,
1. 6 7 (iii/iv AD); P. Oxy. LIX 4002, 1. 3 (iv/v AD). The term émicro)1 is used in preference
to ypduua(ra) after verbs of writing; cf. CPRVII 57 above, aswellase g.11. 4 5 of P. Oxy.
1119 (  A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East: The New Testament Illustrated by
Recently Discovered Texts of the Graeco Roman World, trans. L. R. M. Strachan from rev.
4th German edn. (London, 1927), no. 19;J. Hengstl (ed.), Griechische Papyri aus Agypten
als Zeugnisse des dffentlichen und privaten Lebens, with the collaboration of G. Hage and
H. Kiithnert (Munich, 1978), no. 82), which preserves a piece of colloquial prose of the
2nd or 3rd c. Ap; on the language of this letter see A. Debrunner and A. Scherer,
Geschichte der griechischen Sprache, ii: Grundfragen und Grundziige des nachklassischen
Griechisch, 2nd edn. (Berlin, 1969), § 13; E. Sabbadini, ‘Remarques d’orthographe et de
grammaire sur le papyrus non littéraire, Oxyrhynchos 119, StudPap 6 (1967), 81 94 at
85 94; P. Mourlon Beernaert, ‘La lettre du petit égyptien;, EtClass 30 (1962), 311 18
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Where repetition of words or cognate words in contiguity or close
proximity has no rhetorical force but retains (or may retain) a
perceptible level of effectiveness, it may engender a variety of reac-
tions from writers. Classical prose, for example, welcomes the reiter-
ation of the same word at the close and opening of successive clauses
or sentences.#! So does literary prose of the Roman period.#2 But
there is evidence to show that a desire for variation may arise out of
phonaesthetic aversion to two adjacent forms of one and the same
word. In a letter to Apion, gymnasiarch and former strategus of the
Antaeopolite nome at the very end of the second century ap, Philo-
sarapis, the sacrificial magistrate at Antaeopolis, writes: Tod7o | §Hov
dmacw, [d]]mdca yap qudv 1§ fAi|kia év Toic créproic ce mepipéper
(‘this is manifest to all; for all our young men carry you in their
hearts’), where dmacw, dmaca is replaced by dmacw, maca.#? Similarly,
Plato in Phlb. 63 A adopts dmact, mdcac at the point of junction
between two clauses; and the pause-undivided sequence dmact
mac-/mav- is characteristic of Greek literary prose from classical
Attic down to late antiquity.** There are indeed occasional occur-
ences of dracw dma- in literary texts of the Roman period,*5 but they
admit of no obvious interpretation. Do they point to a different

at 315 17; A. H. Salonius, Zur Sprache der griechischen Papyrusbriefe, i: Die Quellen
(Helsinki, 1927), 34 5; E Blass, ‘Ein Curiosum aus Oxyrhynchos, Hermes, 34 (1899),
312 15at 313 15.

41 J. D. Denniston, Greek Prose Style (Oxford, 1952), 4, 92 5.

42 See e.g. Longus 1. 10. 1 2...4a0%puare. afdppara 8¢ v avroic, 2. 8. 2 duelodciv-
Nueljraper opoiwc (with Reeve’s apparatus criticus), Paus. v. 3. 6... 700 @davroc:
®dac 8¢ By odToc.

43 P Oxy. XIV 1664, 1l. 5 7, republished as Sel. Pap. 1148, 11. 5 7, and also by W.
Dollstadt, Griechische Papyrusprivatbriefe in gebildeter Sprache aus den ersten vier
Jahrhunderten nach Christus (Borna Leipzig, 1934), no. 2, 1. 5 7. On the question
of undeleted movable nu see ibid. pp. 18 19. For Apion see Whitehorne, Strategi, 4; P.
J. Sijpesteijn, Nouvelle Liste des gymnasiarques des métropoles de I’Egypte romaine
(Zutphen, 1986), 22 no. 245. On the date of the letter see P. Mertens, ‘Un demi siecle
de stratégie oxyrhynchite), CdE 31 (1956), 341 55 at 344, who argued that this Apion
should be identified with the man mentioned in P. Oxy. I 57, 1. 2 (also listed by
Whitehorne, Strategi, 4); P. Amh. 11 136, 1. 28; and P. Oxy. VI 908, 11. 3 4 (Sijpesteijn,
Nouvelle liste, 23 nos. 248 9 respectively).

44 See And. Pa. 17; Arist. HA 521a7; [D.] xxv. 101; D.H. Is. 19. 4; Gal. UP vi. 16 (i.
358. 4 Helmreich  iii. 491. 12 Kithn); [Luc.] Cyn. 7; Synes. Insomn. 2 (146. 12
Terzaghi).

45 See Aristid. xxxiii. 30 (235. 9 Keil); [Gal.] Hum. xix. 488. 7 Kithn. Cf. dmavrac
dmact wavra in [D.] xxv. 101.
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perception of repetition in contiguity? Or should they be treated
as unemended lapses? Or alternatively are they errors made by scribes
in copying? Be that as it may, Philosarapis shows himself both
sensitive to the phonic effects of recurrence and alert in revising his
composition.

Sometimes it so happens that even though two forms of one and
the same word are separated by a relatively sizeable interval, self-
corrective intervention prompts the replacement of either of them.
Let us consider a letter addressed by Anatolius, the archiprophetes, to
his brother Nilus in the late 310s or the early 320s.46 Lines 8—13 run
as follows:

8 1] adric mpo[B]écewc
éxerlar d]c ce BovAduevoc Tfrew.
10 éme(iye O¢] adrov To cuu[BleBnroc
avlp[dmi]vov 77 dderd[ 7] avTod
71 mplecBlurépa. perd 8¢ T kndl
éAedceTan

av a[d7]7c et

(my father?) holds to his original intention in wanting to come to you but

was prevented by the fact that his elder sister met the fate of all humanity.
arrive

But he will come after her obsequies. (Trans. B. R. Rees, adapted.)

The first-hand suprascript above 1. 13 aims at obviating the repeti-
tion 7rew...née (1. 9, 13). Excluding prepositives and postpositives

46 SBXII 10803, edited by B. R. Rees, ‘Theophanes of Hermopolis Magna), Bulletin
of the John Rylands Library, 51 (1968), 164 83 at 176 9 with plate opposite p. 176,
and republished with commentary by A. Moscadi, ‘Le lettere dell’archivio di Teofane’,
Aegyptus, 50 (1970), 88 154 at 147 9 (no. 12). The papyrus belongs to the Theo
phanes archive, on which see H. Cadell, ‘Les archives de Théophanes d’Hermoupolis:
documents pour I'histoire’, in L. Criscuolo and G. Geraci (eds.), Egitto e storia antica
dallellenismo all’eta araba: bilancio di un confronto (Bologna, 1989), 315 23, and CEL
II 324 5,11 277. In 1. 5 6 Theophanes, who is known to have made a journey to
Syria (on which see J. Matthews, The Journey of Theophanes: Travel, Business, and
Daily Life in the Roman East (New Haven, 2006); H. J. Drexhage, ‘Ein Monat in
Antiochia: Lebenshaltungskosten und Erndhrungsverhalten des Theophanes im
Payni (26. Mai 24. Juni) ca. 318 n. Chr., Miinstersche Beitrige zur antiken Handels
geschichte, 17.1 (1998), 1 10), is said to be on his way to Alexandria. As Worp has
observed (CPR XVIIA, p. 50), his journey had been over by 24 July 321, or started
some time after that day; see further F. Mitthof, ‘Anordnung des rationalis Vitalis
betreffs der Instandsetzung von Schiffen: Eine Neuedition von P. Vind.Bosw. 14,
ZPE 129 (2000), 259 64 at 261 2; Matthews, Journey, 34 5.
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from calculation,4” we can observe that the interval between the first
occurrence of the verb sjxew and the next consists of seven mobile
elements. This size can hardly be taken as an indicator of close recur-
rence.*® Furthermore, intervals ranging from six to ten mobiles are
quite common in literary prose,* but unusual in the language of
papyrus letters from Graeco-Roman Egypt. Variation by synonymy in
Anatolius’ letter may thus be treated as a marker of sensitivity to
recurrence as well as of careful composition.>°

Another interesting case is found in the petition which Ammon
the scholasticus wrote a quarter of a century later, in Ap 348. Two of
the extant versions of his composition exhibit the following passage:

(a) P. Ammon I 35,11. 2 7

Snwe, € edpedein] | Tic Aupwv ddeddoc
Apmokpariwvoc & th [lav[omolirdv]
7[6der,  émexty
AAG&({VBPGLGV] ‘ Bld

dvdpdmoda. & 8¢ émirpomoc émi[c]Tellac

> ~ >
amTay [T!J.V €Lc

~ \
TOUTO TO

roic Ilavomodirlawc | | ... rod [x]uplov

pov  Gewviov  ypdppalra  €3é]¢laro
77(7.’)(;. TOl;T(UV] ‘ &Vﬂ¢0PdV 87]/\013(0.]/
z’q,lLl,L(UVll d8€A¢6V APW[O] ISPGTI,/(A)VOC

pera [Eld[yelviov dmyyr[xévar eic] |

1’4)\65&1}5;)&0.1/

(b) P. Ammon II 40, 11. 30 5

Smwe, € edpefelin Tic Aupwv adel]|p[d]c
AEZTQKPIITL/[(UVOC v Thi] Havowo;\wd)v
méAet,  émerydn {([a]g'q.‘r.r).\[eﬁcm elc
Adetdv]|Sperav  Sia
O
émcrellac toic Hav[omodirawc | | ... 1a
pov
édééaro mapa TovTWY

[rladra  [ra
avdpdmod]a. [é]mirpomroc

7[o]d k[vplo]v CGewvi[o]v
ypd[pparal |
dvagloplav Snrodcar Appwrva ddedpov
IU,ST)

Liﬂ"qVT‘qKéV[al] EL’C AAE&OCVSPGLGV.

A[pﬂ]qxpa[r[wvoc] | Edyevelov

so that, should one Ammon, brother of Harpocration, be found in the city of
the Panopolitans, he may hasten to come/sail down to Alexandria because of
these slaves. But the praeses, having sent a message to the Panopolitans. ..
the letter of my lord Sisinnius, received from these a report showing that
Ammon, brother of Harpocration, had come to Alexandria together with
Eugenius.

47 Dover, Evolution, 26 7. For a fuller treatment of prepositives and postpositives,
see id., Word Order, 12 14.

48 Cf. id., Evolution, 134.

49 Cf. ibid. 137, table 7. 2, where the intervals of recurrence in some classical prose
texts are shown.

50 Rees, ‘Theophanes’, 178 aptly describes Anatolius’ substitution of éAedcerar for
1éeu as ‘a nice comment on his sense of linguistic fitness.
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Three elements of utterance must be singled out for consideration:
(i) ‘Ammon, brother of Harpocration,, (ii) the verb ‘come’ (dmavrav),
and (iii) ‘to Alexandria’. Text (a) exhibits repetitions of each of them:
the sequence (i), (ii), (iii) occurs twice. In (b) the repetitions of (i)
and (iii) are retained, while that of (ii) is removed: ‘come’ (dmravrav)
is replaced by an equivalent verb, viz. ‘sail down’ («[a]TamA[edcar). In
(a) the interval between the two occurrences of (ii) exceeds the limit
of sixteen mobiles; and over eleven mobiles separate the first occur-
rence of (iii) from the second attestation of (i). In the presence of
an interval of 11-15 or even 16-20, an act of self-corrective inter-
vention aiming at variation by synonymy constitutes a marker of
over-sensitivity to recurrence.

5. PARTICLES

The extensive use of parataxis is a prominent feature of unsophisti-
cated prose. The Greek documentary language of the Roman period
which organizes narrative as a continuous series of finite-verb sen-
tences, occasionally interspersed with participial and other clauses,
may or may not introduce each sentence with a word meaning ‘and;,
‘then’, and so forth.5! Unconnected sentences are characteristic of
lower styles but are not confined to them, for even literary prose
occasionally welcomes accumulated asyndeta in narrative.52 When
this phenomenon features in a draft of a document where reliable
indicators of textual reworking are in evidence, it may be problematic
to detect the determinants of use. For instance, diverse factors
such as a desire for stylistic effect, a lack of control over performance,
or unaccomplished revision might arguably be invoked to
explain the accumulation of asyndeta in the narrative part of a
draft of a petition of Ap 102 to the prefect of Egypt, where four

51 On the complex question of determinants of use see G. H. R. Horsley, ‘Papyr
ology and the Greek Language: A Fragmentary Abecedarius of Desiderata for Future
Study’, in A. Biilow Jacobsen (ed.), Proceedings of the 20™ International Congress of
Papyrologists, Copenhagen, 23 29 August, 1992 (Copenhagen, 1994), 48 70 at 63.

52 Cf. Denniston, Prose Style, 117 18 on classical Attic prose.
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consecutive sentences, encompassing sixteen lines, start without a
connecting particle, as follows: émirpie}iBerar... 7A0aper elc diov
TOV cTpaTnyov elmoica (sic)...8wv adTny Pevdopévyy [ﬁTnce] ...
ddaxleica ... (‘She is under pressure...We went before Dius the
strategus; she said ... Having seen that she was lying, he asked for. ..
She was instructed...”).53

Unlike the composer of this petition, other individuals undertook
self-correction in order to dispense with asyndeton in a variety of
language situations and stylistic contexts. In a letter exchanged be-
tween military officers the writer removed the lack of connectives in
the transition from one sentence to another by adding ¢ after the
finite verb starting the new sentence.>* Similarly, in one draft of a
petition of the first half of the third century ap the composer cleared
away the asyndetic linking of two consecutive finite verbs by entering
8¢ above the line.%s

There is in addition evidence to show that educated writers fo-
cused their attention on the function of particles as establishing
relationships between thoughts. For example, the use of «a( to string
two sentences together seems to have triggered self-corrective inter-
vention in both private and official performance. A passage from a
third-century letter runs as follows:5¢

8 Smwc

> ~
’}/6V6/J.6!/OL map ljy,LV (UVO/.f.)u)PL€V SL

53 P. Oxy. XXII 2342, 1l. 11 26, reedited by P. van Minnen, ‘Berenice, a Business
Woman from Oxyrhynchus: Appearance and Reality’, in A. M. E. W. Verhoogt and
S. P. Vleeming (eds.), The Two Faces of Graeco Roman Egypt: Greek and Demotic and
Greek Demotic Texts and Studies Presented to P. W. Pestman (Leiden, 1998), 59 70 at
65 6. Credit for raising the issue of asyndeton in this papyrus must be given to B. A.
van Groningen, ‘Quelques notes sur le papyrus d’Oxyrhynchus XXII, 2342’, CdE 32
(1957), 348 51 at 351.

54 P Oxy. 1122,1L.9 11 dypedew...| Suvd[ue]fa 008é év. éméupaper | 8¢ cor.. .,
where &¢ is written in the margin to the left of cot, which is placed at the beginning of
the line. The editors assigned the letter to the late 3rd or 4th c., but palacography
suggests an earlier date.

55 P, Vind. Tand. 2, 1. 21: fvécyero, dedvvyrac"8¢”. .. On the date of the petition see
n. 18 above.

56 BGU IV 1080, reprinted as Chrest.Wilck. 478 and Hengstl, Griechische Papyri,
no. 75.
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TE
10 m\ €[ Aamdvmy Teatviay. [kai] xabac
ov 6 adeAddc cov Apuwrvic Sveldextal pot
Tepl DUV Kal TV DUV Tpaypd
T, wc 8éov éctlv, yeviiceTar.
...in order that, while being at your place, we may celebrate together
a double sumptuous banquet. [And] Just as, therefore, your brother

Ammonas has said, conversing with me about you and your business, so it
will take place as it is needful.

The writer, whose good level of education in literature is revealed
by the Homeric echo in 1. 10,57 substituted odv for xal. He may have
resolved to give a logical (inferential) turn to the relationship be-
tween the two sentences or to provide variety for utterance. Another
interesting case of initial xa! being cancelled and replaced by a
substitute occurs in P. Col. X 266, a draft of a petition from an
Antinoite woman, Heracleia alias Rufina, to Claudius Xenophon,
the epistrategus of the Heptanomia.>® Lines 11-15 run as follows:

11 évéruyov S
AelcTwv
[a Bl:BM e} biwv m[odA@v]] OddAevt 7 émcrparnyicavty
8¢
[d]éodica drovelivar kol OddAn[v]c, pabawv v dfiw
clv pov duagpépovcay Ty émic[Tpalryyla, dved[€]faro,
15  8wa macdv 7édv vmoypagdv éxbeic Ty Sudyvwew.
I petitioned
very many
Valens, the former epistrategus, through [many] petitions,
asking to be heard. And Valens, finding that my request
belonged to the office of the epistrategus, accepted it,
rendering judgement through all his subscriptions.
(Trans. D. D. Obbink, revised.)

57 Cf. Od. xi. 415 eldamivy TeBadviy. On the impact of a literary echo or quotation
on the nearby verbal context in non literary linguistic performance see Horsley,
‘Papyrology’, 63 4.

58 The petition is undated. Xenophon’s tenure of office seems to have had its
inception some time before 27 July ap 179 (cf. SB XVI 12678, on which see n. 28
above), and ceased before 26 Dec. 181; see Thomas, P. Oxy. LXV, pp. 159 69 at 167;
Obbink, P. Col. X, pp. 68 71 at 70 1;]J. D. Thomas, The Epistrategos in Ptolemaic and
Roman Egypt. Part 2: The Roman Epistrategos (Opladen, 1982), 189, 201 2 no. 52.
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Having to express the link between two sentences within the narra-
tive (1. 13), the drafter (no matter whether Heracleia or a scribe
writing on her behalf) adopted an inceptive «ai, but later changed
itinto xadi... 8¢ by adding &€ in the interlinear space. (Apparently xal
was not cancelled.) This use of «ai...8¢ with the repetition of a
name can be paralleled in a variety of prose writings, both classical
and post-classical. It compares with Xen. Smp. 8. 42 xarefledro Tov
KaMav. kal 6 Kad\lac 8é..., which is just one example of Xeno-
phon’s well-known fondness of adopting «ac...38¢ with a repeated
word;® and it is in evidence in other non-literary papyri from pre-
Roman and Roman Egypt. See BGU VI 1285 (i Bc), ll. 6-7: éx
Mbcrac...|...kal adry 8¢ ) Mibcrq, P. Oxy. Hels. 35 (ap 151), 1L
26-31: Tov yeylovdra adry éx Tob | Xai[pripovoc viov] Xaprfuova
dvra |...]...]...kal [ad]roc 8¢ 6 Xapfuwy | dulod]olylei, and P
Giss. Univ. 111 20 (ii ap), . 9-11 (= Sel. Pap. 1117, 1. 9-11): olire %
amo cot elc Axidéa dv) | [e]ﬁpe’@n ovT[€] 7 amo Axidéwc elc v
edpotpov. | kai 6 AxiM[ed]c 8¢ dmodnuel. (Further examples occur
which involve the personal pronoun.)s°

59 J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1954), 202; W. Horn,
‘Quaestiones ad Xenophontis elocutionem pertinentes’ (diss. Halle, 1926). As it
happens, a fragment from a parchment manuscript of Xenophon’s Symposium of
the late 2nd or early 3rd c. (P. Ant. T 26) was unearthed on the site of ancient
Antinoopolis; for its find spot see J. de M. Johnson, ‘Antinoé and its Papyri:
Excavation by the Graeco Roman Branch, 1913 14, JEA 1 (1914), 168 81 at 177.

60 See P Ryl 1181 (c. A 107),11.9 11: émeBéunv Sia cod adroic mapav|yeidac. .. |. ..,
Kal cé 8¢ mapexdAeca, P. Mich. VIII 483 (ap 118 38),11.3 6: ydpw cot &yw...]|...]...
kal v 8[e] ...]|...ypdpe po, BGUIII 821 (ii AD), L. 7: edféwc cow SnA[ ] cw, rai ¢d §[€]
ypdelel, P. Mich. VIII 490 (ii ap), 1. 12 13 ( J. L. White, Light from Ancient Letters
(Philadelphia, 1986), no. 104A, 1. 12 13): edféwc cot SnAd, kai cd 8¢ un drve ypd|pw
( 8wvew ypdgew), P. Brem. 9 (ap 113 20),11. 17 21: [bva...] |...|...kduol kai Ay
cov T maTpldi | yapiie. kal cd 8¢ pow, ddedde, ... | ... émirpeme, BGUII 417 (ii/iii AD), L.
2: pelijcer pou kal éyd 8¢ ce épw|rd, PSI XII 1248 (AD 235 or later), 1. 13 14 (
]. Chapa, Letters ofCondolence in Greek Papyri (Florence, 1998), no. 6, 1. 13 14): 67¢
,uov olTwc mpot|cracar we ceavrod. kdyw 8¢. .., PSI XIV 1419 (iii ap), Il. 3 4: mpoc
cé...|...kalcv8é..., BGUIV 1080 (iii aD), 1L 4 6: 9udw | ... |... kail Hueic 8¢. .. The
pronoun in the first clause may also be understood, see BGUIV 1204 (28 Bc), 1l. 4 6
(' B. Olsson, Papyrusbriefe aus der frithesten Romerzeit (Uppsala, 1925), no. 2,11. 4 6;
White, Light, no. 63,11. 4 6): 71y odv dmdvrwv dvripdvncw | év rdy[ew méulpov Sua 76 70
molov | xwpilecOar. kai cd 8¢ Sravdparydled, P. Tebt. 11408 (aD 3),11. 14 17 (  Olsson,
Papyrusbriefe, no. 12,11. 14 17; White, Light, no. 73,1. 14 17): puy | ... movjeyc, | kai cv
8é...| ypdee, P. Mert. 1162 (ap 7),11. 10 11 ( White, Light, no. 77,11 10 11): écp pou
rexaplic]pévoc. kal cv 8¢ | ... cjpavov, P. Vars. 22 (iii AD), 1. 2: éyévou kai cv 8¢ ypdipov,
P. Harr. 1108 (early iv aD; see N. Gonis, ‘Revisions of Some Harris Papyri (Letters)’,
ZPE 123 (1998), 181 95 at 187), 11. 3 4: woincov...| kai cd 8¢...| ... dverdé.



92 R. Luiselli

The subtleties of meaning as conveyed by connecting particles are
such that two individuals may obviously happen to choose two
different particles in relation to one and the same sequence of
thoughts. This is exemplified by the ways of joining two activities
such as speaking and writing (cf. English ‘not only said but written’).
Demosthenes in Third Philippic connects them with xal...8é—éyw
v A épd, kal ypdipw 8¢ (ix. 70). Aurelius Demareus, an Oxyrhynch-
ite of the third century ap, made a similar choice in a seemingly
autograph letter to his wife, but then changed his mind while revising
his composition:s!

12 70 v odv ypdeew col mepl

TOV TpaypdTwy Nudv 1 kol Tov Epyw

6’775,0 K(ll) (}’)90/.1/(1) WO/\AO/.KLC col '}/p(ill‘a(

Ol}X ﬁTTOV 86‘

15 8ud émcToddv oM@, kal kat S

[8€] cou évereihduny, mepirrov viv

nyncdpmp.
Therefore, 1 think it superfluous to write to you about
our business, or even our affairs, concerning which I have

just as much

written to you often before in many letters, and have
[also] given you instructions in person. (Trans. A. S. Hunt, revised.)

He substituted ‘just as much’ (ody %H770ov 8¢ kal) for ‘and also’
(kai...d¢€) before ‘in person’ (kat’ &ifv) by entering the sequence ody
Nrrov 8¢ above kai, and by deleting 8¢ in 1. 16. This change alters the
nuance of utterance in that, if two items are linked by ody #r7ov &é
(xal), the second is set on an equal or superior level.62 Themistius has
a clear perception of this when he writes dvayxaiov uév mov ral kvvév

’ s ’ \ \ ’ > 2 ’ ) \ \ ~
ppovrilew kal axovriwy mpoc Ta Onpia, obx HrTov 8¢, €l w1 kai pdAdov,
méac ytewnc kal vaudTwy dvycipdpwy.3

61 P. Oxy. VII 1070, reprinted by G. Tibiletti, Le lettere private nei papiri greci del I11
e IV secolo d.C.: tra paganesimo e cristianesimo (Milan, 1979), no. 16.

62 Literary examples of this usage include PIb. 3. 87; Jos. AJ 8. 168, 15. 25, 16. 260;
Plu. Marc. 2. 5, virt. mor. 6 (445 £); D. Chr. 11. 11. A touch of balance is added if pév
or e precedes; see e.g. Gal. UP 9. 13 (ii. 40. 9 Helmreich  iii. 737. 14 Kithn).

63 Them. Or. 15. 186 c (i. 271. 1 3 Schenkl/Downey). Thus the emphasis in
Eutropius’ characterization (8. 19. 1) of Severus as praeter bellicam gloriam etiam
ciuilibus studiis clarus is altered in Paeanius’ translation, [ ... ] uév év Todroic Aapmpdc,
ovy HrTov 8é év Toic moirikoic (ed. Lambros, 1912).
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Demareus also laid much emphasis on the interrelation of the
constituent elements of the sentence. In normal written performance,
both literary and non-literary, two articular nouns (A;N;, A,N,)
after a preposition (P) may be connected by either re...«xal or a
simple xa(, according to the following patterns:

(Cl) P AlNl Kat A2N2 (KCLL\ . ),
(b)) P re A\N; kat AN, (kat... ), and
(by) PA; 7€ N; kai A;N, (kat...).

Demareus’ letter displays (i) one example of (b;) along with a case
of 7e intervening between the preposition and a name, (ii) two
instances of (a), and (iii) a case of first-hand correction of (a) to
(by), viz. mepl “1e” Thc chnp[’ac cov kal 1700 Térvov Nuwv.5* The
combined presence of (i) and (iii) reveals a liking for correlated
structure in preference to strung-up units of utterance, for 7e. .. kal
provides a closer connection than simple wai. His propensity for
orderliness is paralleled in other papyrus texts, where a desire for
corresponsive structure appears to have prompted the insertion of
forward-pointing particles such as re and especially pév. Evidence of
the former is found in a contract of the early Roman period, where
the particle re is added above the line by the main scribe (BGU IV
1149, L. 25; 13 Bc). The latter is exemplified by Lollianus’ carefully-
composed draft of a petition to the emperors Valerian and Gallienus.
At an early stage of composition he described his supplication as
(’iAU|7TOV ’T(;)L T'Y’}C 7T($/\€(UC Aé’y(,()l,, K'(I’Td, 'TC\) BLKCLLéT(l'TOV 86’ Hrot
Avciredodcar, ‘not damaging to the city fund, yet in all justice bene-
ficial to me’.6> At a later stage he inserted uév above the line after
&Avmov. By virtue of its preparatory function, uév weakens the impact
of the §¢-clause as a novelty on the reader.56

Whereas such interlinear insertions of re and pév involve some
degree of premeditation, misuse of corresponsive particles may
prompt immediate intervention of (self-)correction regardless of

64 P Oxy. VII 1070. Examples of (b;): 1. 9 10, 33 4; of (a): 1. 22 3, 36 7;
correction of (a) to (b;): 1. 3 4.

65 P Oxy. XLVII 3366, 1. 61 2 P. Coll.Youtie 11 66, 1l. 61 2, text C. The
translation is the editor’s.

66 On the effect of sequences divided by uév and 8¢ on the reader see Dover,
Evolution, 155.
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the function of the text and the occasion for which it is written. A
good example of this is provided by the erasure of xai in dmo pév
|...[«at]]l dmé 8¢...in an official account of sums collected for
crown-tax in the reign of Elagabalus (Ap 218-21).67

6. REGISTER

I have already touched on questions of register.58 Purism has a special
bearing on this topic inasmuch as it is a constituent of higher styles.5?
Yet it is not restricted to them. In the time of the Roman empire,
when the emergence and development of linguistic Atticism were
closely linked with cultural history, educated individuals were pre-
pared to open up the language of their ephemeral writings to the
influence of linguistic features which are, or may be regarded as,
puristic in character.”? As a result, it is not surprising that the non-
literary papyri also exhibit evidence of puristically motivated self-
censorship.”! For instance, in a private letter of the late third or early
fourth century, {va is cancelled and replaced by ¢mwc above the line

67 P. Oxy. XIV 1659, 1I. 122 3. In fact the whole sequence was crossed out at a later
stage but the reason behind this deletion is not linguistic in nature.

68 On the notion of register see D. Biber, ‘An Analytical Framework for Register
Studies), in id. and E. Finegan (eds.), Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register (Oxford,
1994), 31 56 at 32, 51 3; K. Wales, A Dictionary of Stylistics (London, 1989), 397 9.

69 G. Thomas, Linguistic Purism (London, 1991), 131 3.

70 For features of puristic language in the non literary papyri see C. Hernandez Lara,
Estudios sobre el aticismo de Cariton de Afrodisias (Amsterdam, 1994), 142 219. For
purism within the framework of cultural history and the evolution of the Greek language
in the Roman empire see G. Horrocks, Greek: A History of the Language and its Speakers
(London, 1997), 79 86; S. Swain, Hellenism and Empire: Language, Classicism, and Power
in the Greek World, ap 50 250 (Oxford, 1996), 17 64, Browning, Greek, 44 50. Book
fragments containing Atticist lexica include P. Lond. Lit. 183 (ii AD?) and P. Oxy. VII 1012
(iii AD), fr. 16 and 17. In addition, P. Oxy. XVII 2087 (ii aAp) and P. Oxy. XV 1803 (vi AD)
share some of their glosses with Phrynichus’ Sophist’s Stock in Trade and Moeris’ lexicon;
see E. Esposito, ‘P. Oxy. XVII 2087 e una citazione dal ITep: Sucaroctvnc di Aristotele’, ZPE
154 (2005), 79 85 at 84; M. Naoumides, ‘The Fragments of Greek Lexicography in the
Papyri, in Classical Studies Presented to Ben Edwin Perry by his Students and Colleagues at
the University of Illinois, 1924 60 (Urbana, 1L, 1969), 181 202 at 200.

71 Cf. Thomas, Purism, 88 91 on censorship and self censorship as puristic modes
of activity.



Authorial Revision of Linguistic Style 95

(P. Got. 12, 1. 4). The latter is less common,’2 and its use as a
substitute for the former may be treated as puristic in nature,’3
although corrections of the same kind occur in the Ptolemaic period
as well.74

This example nicely illustrates the two poles of the activity most
often associated with puristic practice, viz. the removal of units of
utterance identified as undesirable and the provision of an acceptable
alternative to such undesirable elements. It also shows how forms of
self-censorship of arguably puristic nature affected informal per-
formance. Similarly Lollianus in his letter to a friend at court appears
to be practising self-censorship when he writes (P. Oxy. XLVII 3366,
1. 30-1 = P. Coll.Youtie II 66, 1. 30—1, text B):

éerar [o]Dv cou .[.] ... Suvauévawr kdpol ¢ cup
ach(a)
Baréch(ar) [va] kijmdv 7[w]a Tav évradba [pnod] k(ara)mpdé[[n].].
So it will be in your power, you who have so much (?) influence, to give me
too some assistance, to obtain for me one of the orchards here. (Trans. P.
J. Parsons.)

In literary prose style, both classical and post-classical, the purpose
of the act denoted by cuufdAdopar, ‘contribute’ (and the like), is
expressed by mpdc (or elc) with the articular infinitive.”> Final {va
with the subjunctive would have been an excellent substitute for this
construction; but Lollianus removed it. I suspect that although the
simple infinitive after cuufdAlopas, ‘be helpful’ (or ‘contribute’), is
unclassical, it may have had a classicizing flavour as a consequence of
{va’s tendency to develop considerably at the expense of the infinitive
in post-classical Greek, especially in unpretentious, non-classicizing

72 Frisk, P. Got., p. 25. For data on the {va : mwc ratio, see Willy Clarysse in Chapter
3. On §mwc and iva in unpretentious post classical prose see Mayser, Grammatik, ii/1.
247 52,256, 257, 261; Schwyzer Debrunner, ii. 673; BDR, Grammatik, § 369. 4 n. 7;
Turner, Syntax, 106.

73 Cf. Horsley, ‘Papyrology’, 64.

74 See Clarysse in Chapter 3, and P. Tebt. I 26, 1. 23 (114 Bc).

7> In Attic prose see Isoc. Areop. 21; Xen. HG vii. 1. 35, Cyr. ii. 4. 21; Hyp. Epit. 17
(col. vil. 2 5). In literary prose of the Hellenistic and Roman periods PIb. iii. 2. 6,
xxxi. 33. 4; Aristid. xxxix. 14 (323. 12 Keil); Orig. Comm. in Eu. lo. xxxii. 6. 70; Io.
Chrys. in Matth. PGlvii. 315. 6 7, in Acta Apost. PG1x. 97. 1; Eus. PG xxii. 885 c. 5 7.
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prose.’¢ As a recent investigator of purism has put it, ‘most cases of
syntactic purism constitute a negative reaction to innovation’.?? Lol-
lianus’ act of self-correction is likely to be an example of this attitude.

7. ONE FINAL OBSERVATION

To draw general conclusions from the evidence discussed thus far
would be unwise in principle, since I have focused my attention on a
selection from published material, which in turn constitutes a tiny
fraction of what was written in antiquity. But one point must be
emphasized. Because self-corrective intervention at the level of lin-
guistic style is found not only in draft petitions but also in private
letters, even in contexts of rather informal tone, it seems as though
premeditated language behaviour can hardly be regarded as merely
dependent on the private/official (or formal/informal) character of
performance. Other factors must also be taken into consideration.
The writer’s degree of education is among them.

76 For the analytical construction with {va as a rival of the infinitive of purpose see
BDR, Grammatik, § 390; Turner, Syntax, 134 5. Closely related is the widespread use
of {va instead of the infinitive after verbs of willing, asking, permitting, commanding,
causing, and the like. For occurrences in the non literary papyri see H. Serz, ‘Der
Infinitiv in den griechischen Papyri der Kaiserzeit (von Augustus bis Diokletian)’
(diss. Erlangen, 1920), 62 3; P. Aalto, Studien zur Geschichte des Infinitivs im Grie
chischen (Helsinki, 1953), 100; Mandilaras, Verb, §§ 584, 586. For those in the New
Testament and other literature of the first century Ap see BDR, Grammatik, § 392. 1a
f; Turner, Syntax, 103 4; WNTSs.v. {va II 1a; Aalto, Studien, 99. On the novels see A.
D. Papanikolaou, Chariton Studien: Untersuchungen zur Sprache und Chronologie der
griechischen Romane (Gottingen, 1973), 149 50; on classicizing prose see K. Hult,
Syntactic Variation in Greek of the 5th Century ap (Goteborg, 1990), 156; Aalto,
Studien, 99. See further the evidence collected by Hult, Syntactic Variation, 232 44.
For later prose see ibid. 171 2; Aalto, Studien, 100 1.

77 Thomas, Purism, 64.
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Imperatives and Other Directives in the
Greek Letters from Mons Claudianus*

Martti Leiwo

1. INTRODUCTION

Approximately 6,000 ostraca have been found at Mons Claudianus in
the eastern desert of Egypt. Of these 631 have so far been published, as
O. Claud. T-1II. The number of letters is not precise, as there is
not always a difference between a letter and, for example, a receipt,
but 170-80 of these texts can be defined as letters.! All ostraca can be
dated to the period between the emperors Trajan and Antoninus Pius.
My focus is on the imperatives and other directive expressions found in
the letters. The definition of a directive is: A orders, commands, or
requests B to do X by expressing a desire (want, wish) that B do X. First
I give a brief outline of the different types of directives,? then I analyse

* This study is part of a ‘Centres of Excellence in Research’ programme of the
Academy of Finland. I am grateful to Robert Whiting for his revision of my English
and his substantial comments on some directives.

1 There is no clear cut difference between private and public/official documents in
these letters. All were written by persons functioning within the same military network.

2 Taken philosophically, the propositional content of directives is to get the world
to match the words, since directive expressions try to get someone to bring about a
future state of affairs (J. R. Searle, ‘A Classification of Illocutionary Acts’, Language in
Society, 5 (1976), 1 24 at 4, 15). Searle calls this world to word fit. Other illocutionary
or speech acts include statements, descriptions, assertions, explanations, vows, prom
ises, etc. All illocutions have at least three important dimensions: illocutionary point,
direction or fit, and psychological state or sincerity condition (i.e. it is possible to say
in the third person ‘he stated that p, but he didn’t really believe that p) but not in the
first person I state that p, but do not believe that p’).



98 Martti Leiwo

their morphosyntactic, phonological, and graphic variation, laying
emphasis especially on the imperatives. Sometimes this variation
leads to permanent changes in the language. I suggest that we may
have evidence for such change in process as regards the imperatives.

In getting somebody to do something it is possible to use various
lexical and grammatical constructions.? These may have a different
degree of force or politeness, and the rank and attitude of the speaker
together with the presumption of the fulfilment of the request all
have an effect on the choice of the directive type. For example
utterances like My tea is getting cold!, Aren’t you freezing?, Shut the
window, please!, and Window! can be directives, though they have
different linguistic compositions. Their intent is the same, but lin-
guistically they are not similar.

2. DIRECTIVES

Roughly taken there are at least seven different types of directive
speech acts: 1. Imperatives (Gimme a beer or an elliptic a beer); 2.
Expressions of necessity (I need a beer; 1 must have a beer); 3.
Embedded imperatives, which usually consist of a modal verb of
some kind (Could you give me a beer; May I have a beer);* 4.
Declarative directives ( You will give me a beer); 5. Question directives
(Got a beer?); 6. Precatives (Have a good day, Farewell) expressing a
wish rather than a command (‘[may you] have a good day’, ‘{may
you] fare well’)—precatives are also directives that seek to make the
world conform with a human agent’s desires for it, but perhaps
without the agent specified as in the imperative; and 7. Hints (I'm
out of beer).5 Hints seem to be very common among peers ( You make

3 In contrast to R. Risselada, Imperatives and Other Directive Expressions in Latin:
A Study in the Pragmatics of a Dead Language (Amsterdam, 1993), in the present essay
pragmatics lies in the background. I believe that the complex questions of morpho
syntax and phonology have to be studied as accurately as possible before we can
reliably approach pragmatics in low registers.

4 S. Ervin Tripp, ‘Is Sybil There? The Structure of Some American English Dir
ectives, Language in Society, 5 (1976), 25 66 at 29, made a distinction between
embedded imperatives and permission directives: e.g. Could you gimme a beer and
May I have a beer, respectively.

5 Ibid.
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a fine door, Sam [i.e. let me through]), but seldom used in incom-
patible groups (Excuse me!).6 Sometimes the same verb can have
more than one illocutionary point, for example, ‘T advise you to
leave’ (directive) and ‘The passengers are hereby advised that the
train will be late’ (information).” This modification had different
syntactic consequences, which is important also in Greek. Thus, by
studying speech acts, we can actually get linguistic information
which is otherwise difficult or even impossible to obtain because
different clause types have traditionally been studied separately,
under their own labels (e.g. commands, questions, causal clauses,
conditional clauses, concessive clauses).

3. DIRECTIVES IN THE LETTERS

The letters at Mons Claudianus usually had only two goals: (i) to
inform the recipient of something; (ii) to ask him to do something.
Because of this they are naturally filled with directive expressions,
and precision and clarity have a special value. If there are hints, it
means that the earlier details are known, and the correspondence is
going on between equals. Directive expressions are as follows:

3.1. kaldc (ed) mourcerc

This is the standard polite request in letters (1),8 and, although it was
quite seldom used in literary sources,? it clearly had its later meaning

6 Ibid. 43.

7 Ibid. 22.

8 The idiom was included in the model letter for (rdmoc) ¢iducdc and (rimoc)
cvcraticdc. See the so called Demetrius Rhetor, Formae epistolicae (i Bc/AD i, ed. V.
Weichert, BT 1910): (i) xaldc odv moujcewc mukvérepov émickomdv Tovc év olkw w1
Twoc éywce ypelav ‘Please visit those at home more often and see that they are not in
need of something’; and (ii) 7ov Seiva . . . kaddc moujceic dmodoxiic déicac kal 87 éué
kal 8 adrdy ért 8¢ kal Sua cavrdy ‘Please think him worthy of being received for my
sake and his sake, but even for your own sake as well.

9 Besides the cited examples, I have found only (Ps. )Dem. Ep. 2. 26 and Ps.
Philem. [ Philistion] F 140 1 (Kock).
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of polite request or an expression of farewell already in the classical
age besides the usual word-for-word meaning.

1. 3. John 6

ol éuaptipmcdv cov 71 dydmy évdmov ékkAnciac, odc kaddc moujceic
mpoméppac aéiwc 106 feod.

They have testified about your love before the assembly. You will do well to

send them forward on their journey in a manner worthy of God (World
English Bible).10

2. Ar. Eccl. 803 4

(Xp.) dwappayeinc. (Av.) v Swappayd 8¢, 7 (Xp.) kaddc moujcerc.

(Chor.) You could break down! (Ant.) And if I do, so what? (Chor.) Good
riddance to you!

3. And. 1. 40. 9

elmeiv oty Tov Eddnuov 81v kaddc mouicetev elmdv, kal cuviikew keledcal ol
elc Ty Aewydpov olriav, (va éxel cuyyévn wer éuod Avdor(dy ral érépoic ofc
det.

Euphemus thanked Diocleides for confiding in him. ‘And now, he added, ‘be
good enough to come to Leogoras’ house, so that you and I can see
Andocides and the others who must be consulted’ (trans. K. J. Maidment).

4. Dem. 20. 133

ToUToLc § 00 8édwken 008 E€ovcwy obToL Setkvivas, Adyw & dv dvaicyvvTdcw,
o)l kaAdc moujcovcv.

The men in question have not received it; I defy the defendants to prove it. If

they have the effrontery to assert it, they will be acting dishonourably (trans.
C. A. Vince).

As we can see from the above examples (1) and (3), in the standard
grammatical structure xaAdc mouricewc took the aorist participle as its
verbal complement. In the Mons Claudianus letters a more or less
standard request or order usually has the same structure

5. O. Claud. TI1 492 (ap 141),1. 1 6

Ihodepaic Elpyvaiov Herpwvare | kifapidry xalpew. kalde mouicewc | Sode
DAdpw éx 7w Spwviawv pov Spayuac | 8éka Téccapec émel mpoexpncduny dm’
ad700 | elc Adyov Tpodric vmép unvoc Meyeip kai | Papevdrt.

10 All translations are mine and Riku Partanen’s, if not otherwise stated (as here).
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Ptolemaios son of Eirenaios to Petronas the kibariates,!! greetings. Please
give fourteen drachmas of my wages to Florus, for I have borrowed that
amount from him on account of sustaining myself through the months
Mecheir and Phamenoth (or ‘... fourteen drachmas. .., which he has given
me in advance to be paid off from my rations for the months Mecheir and
Phamenoth’).

6. O. Claud. 1128,11. 2 5

kaddc mouvjcec dAXdEac | Tovc 8 derode kal | méwpac por capydva ¢’ | Svo.

Please exchange the four water skins and send me two baskets.

7. O. Claud. 1121, 11. 2 4
kadéc moufcic Sode | Tagia § i Tayl|crc.

Please supply 3 coffins (?) as quickly as possible.

As the above examples clearly show, even at Mons Claudianus the
standard structure was frequently used, and kaAdc mourjcerc, as a direct-
ive still in its underlying meaning ‘you will do well, took the aorist
participle as its compulsory complement, i.e. its argument. There are
47 examples of this idiom in my data, of which a little more than half,
namely 25, certainly took the aorist participle as the verbal argument.
There was more variation in the lower-register usage of this idiom,
especially among non-native Greek speakers. It seems that the idiom
was not understood in its original meaning any more, but had
instead a very weak meaning that resulted in a paratactic structure
similar to one common in Latin polite requests (see Dickey in
Chapter 13). Thus xaldc moujceic was frequently followed by the
imperative (8-10), which cannot be the argument of woujcec in
standard Greek. The illocutionary force of this idiom was more or
less the same as please + imperative in English. Sometimes the
verbal complement looks like an infinitive (11), but a rigorous
analysis is necessary. Of the twelve instances where the idiom is
certainly not followed by the aorist participle (there are, in addition,
ten examples in which we cannot tell, or which have a different
structure), there is not a single certain example of the infinitive:
there are nine imperatives, and three ambivalent cases that all are

11 A ‘food supplier’ (Leofranc Holford Strevens suggests ‘quartermaster’). The
word is connected with cibaria, orum ‘food, provisions’.
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one and the same—méuipe noi.12 Note that in cases when assimilation
was possible, e.g. in the combination of [n] + [k], or if hiatus would be
the result, the normally weak final [n] could be maintained, and 7éupe
and méuper could represent the same form (see 25 and 43).1* What
makes the analysis difficult is the aspectual state of affairs in requests,
which is mostly aoristic. Thus we need verbs with a clear difference
between the aorist imperative and the aorist infinitive. Of course, the
analysis would be easier if there were examples in the imperfective
aspect as well. The only grammatical present found in the data is
undoubtedly in the imperative (8). Compare the following examples:

8. O. Claud. 11 220, 11. 3 4
kadéc moufcic, ddelde, | Dmaye mpdc Tov elaTpév.

Please, brother, go to see the doctor.

9. O. Claud. 11 245, 11. 8 10 (Plate 6.1)

kadde mufc<ec>, ddel|pe, STav ENOn 1 mopra Ery|cov Taw yalkov Tév Tackov.

Please, brother, when the caravan arrives demand the money for the taskou.

10. O. Claud. 11 240, 1. 4 5
kadc moujcc, ‘Rplwv, méupov | wot koA juara mévre xaprapioww.

Please, Horion, send me five sheets of papyrus.

11. O. Claud. 11 243,11. 2 3

kaddc mvnf[cewc], | ddelde, méuipe pow T6 TovToO.

Please, brother, send me this (sum) here.

The form in (8) and (9) is the imperative, in (10) it is most probably
the imperative, and in (11) it is ambiguous. The editors cannot
decide either; in (11) wéuie is analysed as an imperative, but in II
246 (see (43) and Plate 6.2) the same form is analysed as either an
imperative or an infinitive, and in II 284 the same form again is
analysed as an infinitive. If it is considered an infinitive (7éuiar), we
should have other examples where the infinitive is the only possible

12 The imperatives: O. Claud. I 129, 11 220, II 240, IT 243, 11 245, II 252, 1I 276, 11
279, 11 285, 11 375. Ambivalent: II 243 (the letter has both 7éuov and wéuipe), 11 246,
II 284. Obscure: I 153: Swic ( aor. subj., part., or imp.). Too fragmentary for certain
analysis: I 159, I 267, and II 378.

13 Final [n] was articulated weakly, especially before a following plosive, which caused
its general omission or assimilation in writing; see Horrocks, Greek, 113. If the form was
méuov, it was never written without the final » regardless of the following word.
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Plate 6.1. O. Claud. 11 245: Letter from Petenephotes to Valerius

solution or else we cannot be sure that the infinitive ever was an
option. The following (12) is the only example where the verbal
complement seems to be an infinitive, but the reading and the
meaning as well as the whole syntactic structure of the phrase are
uncertain, and, in addition, the next connected complement is, in
any case, the standard aorist participle. All this makes it very difficult
to take it as evidence for the optional use of the infinitive.

12. O. Claud. 1159,11. 3 7

kadc movjcic éx THc mapovciac Topeve | worew év 7¢) Klavdiavg ék Tob eldlov
| Oeppacriov xai por mapacyduevoc | Siwovv kpéoc ral méda éva éx Tic |
mpehTYC Adcic.

Please...in Claudianus from your own oven (?) and let me have two minae
of meat and a foot from the first (?) ... (trans. A. Biilow Jacobsen).

In (13) there seems to be an infinitive ([7éu]ar), but that is gov-
erned by éav 8éAnc. This makes it a different construction, where the
idiom was expanded with a polite conditional, just as in (14). Often
this édv expansion is an embedded imperative (éav §éAyc), but it can
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Plate 6.2. O. Claud. 11 246: Letter from Petenephotes to Valerius

be a real condition as well. When it is a real condition, the verb is in
the imperative mood again (15).

13. O. Claud. 1129, 1I. 4 5 (embedded imperative)

kadc obv mouicerc éav BéAye [méu]|Par por derodc kawodc kal ypdipov ulod]

Could you, please, send me new water skins, and write to me?

14. O. Claud. 1133, 1. 1 4 (embedded imperative)
Povcrucoc Coviéeco [yailpew]. | kadde movheylc] dv 0é[Anc méuparl | Huiv
cxowia ceflévwa kal  ||madec

Could you, please, send us ropes of palm fibre(?).

15. O. Claud. 11 243, 11. 9 12 (real condition)
kaddc o[Dv] | mor<i>cic, éav €Ny kau[h]|Aa, méupov pou | []a Téccepa
Tacko[v].

So, please, if camels leave, send me the four taskou.
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The idiom can also be expanded with an expression of necessity (16),
though this addition is usually more or less banal and may have its
origin in the spoken language, where explicit, even trivial, reasons are
often expressed.

16. O. Claud. 11 252, 11. 4 7
b moufjcuc, av | Exne pov émctéhia, méu|ov wot, émt dvaxkéwe | elciv.

Please, if you have my letters, send them to me since I need them.

The idiom had even more variation as regards the choice of its
complements, as it could take the aorist subjunctive or the future
indicative with directive meaning. I shall address the latter more
thoroughly below. These variants confirm the weak and idiomatic
meaning of kaldc movjcec, since in the standard language it would
be impossible for moiéw to take such complements (17, and see
below), but the use is again close to that of Latin requests (see Dickey
in Chapter 13).

17. O. Claud. 11 277,11. 3 4

kaAd<c> moujcic, ddelde, {nricic | por éXddiov Scov éav edpyc.

Please, brother, would you procure me some oil at whatever the price.
The idiom can also be followed by a very complex set of structures (18).

18. O. Claud. 1171,11. 1 7

Mevéhaoc Meveddw | x(alpew). | kaddc movicic, épwrd | oe, émi Sie<p>mdyn
wot pb|Swov, kadéc movjeic méwhac | pot 76 Aotk tlw, éml ody edpw'v’ | évfdde
dyopdcad.

Menelaos to Menelaos greetings. Please, I ask you, since my rose oil has been
stolen, send me the flask, for I do not find any here to buy (trans. A. Billow
Jacobsen).

Accordingly, I can reach only one conclusion: it is not possible to find
indisputable examples for the use of the infinitive with xaldc
mouvjcewc from the Mons Claudianus ostraca letters, but there were
many other options used. There are, however, examples of the use of
the infinitive complement with xaldc mowjcerc in papyrus letters.
This means that the scribes used the idiom with the infinitive, and it
may be a mere coincidence that the infinitive is not used at Mons
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Claudianus.1* But it may also mean that the scribes considered the
infinitive to be a correct Greek expression, and the use of the im-
perative was contact-induced in a Roman military context.

3.2. Plain Imperative

The plain imperative was also very common in letters between equals
which may, at the same time, have both rxaldc mouficewc in some
requests and the plain imperative in others. It is also used in com-
mands to a person of lower rank (see 43).

The imperative forms had a great deal of orthographic variation,
which I deal with below. Here are some examples of their use:

19. O. Claud. 11 221,1. 2 3
mépbov pou cmdqudpw | [ic] v kepadify wov émi [ ... ]

Send me a bandage for my head, because...

20. O. Claud. 11 225, 1. 14 17

Ppdvricéy pot | <8>Papidia, dvadwcw Sevdpiov | éxacrov. kal ypdpov pou |
mep[t] e coryplac Hudv.

Procure me some fish; I shall pay back every denarius. And write to me
about your health.

21. O. Claud. 11 236, 11. 4 6
ypdpov pv | Ty pdcw ST éha|Ba €l odk ailafa.

Write me the message ‘T have received’ or ‘I have not received.

22. O. Claud. 11 259, 11. 6 8
pedncd|rw cou mept dv cou dveretdd|uny (an interesting third person structure).

Do take care of the things I told you to do.

23. O. Claud. 11 249, 11. 6 8 (Plate 6.3)
ypdwv | mept Tic cornplac cov. éppirché ce elx[opai]. | méupwv pow pikwov
kdpdapwv dia Aoy|ydroc].

14 For example P. Mich. VIII 479,11. 9 10 (a letter of Claudius Terentianus): kaAdc odv
moujcewc TayTepdy pot dvTiypdipar mepl Thc cwTypiac cov. P. Oxy. LIX 3998, 1125 6:
kaddc o[ Bv] 7ol fic]ewc AaBiv 7o i87. See also P. Mich. VIII 481 (Claudius Terentianus).
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Plate 6.3. O. Claud. 11 249: Letter from Petenephotes to Valerius

Write to me about your health. I hope you are well. Send me a little
watercress!s through Longas.

The plain imperative can also take an additional conditional clause.
An explanation for the request can be added as well, and it is, in fact,
quite common in the ostraca letters (24; note the infinitive #éue).
Often the conditional clause gives a certain degree of politeness to the
letter (25, where méuie is probably an imperative, and 26):

24. O. Claud. 11 275,11. 3 7

d|ydpacdv pou Tepdyia | kai 86c AydAdre dvn|Adry émt elc Alyvr|Tov Bédo
méuipe.

Buy me sliced fish and give it to the donkey driver Achillas, because I want
to send it to Egypt.

25. O. Claud. 11 241, 11. 5 10
€l ké &|mo Baddcene odr évivolyic, uéya mpdypa v | el fydpalec por dmd |
Klavdiavod kal méu|pe 700 éuod yakod.

15 The meaning of xdpdauov may be ‘watercress’ (vepoxdpdapo in Modern Greek).
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Even if you had not brought any from the sea, it would be splendid if you
bought from Claudianus, and send for my money.

26. O. Claud. 11 242,11. 3 5
e éav 0éhp, ddelde, cmov|dalwe ixO68ia vypd, Sca édv | Stvy, moincov
évexOivar.

If you wish, brother, have fresh fish brought urgently, as many as you can.

A strong emphasis can be obtained with word-order. This kind of
topicalization can sometimes be very heavy, as in the letter from
Apollonopolis Magna by a decurio Herennius Antoninus, where the
object with its modifiers is fronted twice in the same letter:

27. O. Florida 2. 3 11

ey N N ST .
76v vidv Tod Badavéoc 76v v 76 | ckomédw dvra pukpdy, elmé 7§ | Sexave iva
3 b > - ’ ’ 3 \ \ \ 4 \ > ~ > - \
dvr’ adrod BdAy | veavickow. éyw yap kal éve|ridduny mept adTod adTdu. | Kal
70V Tayavdv v karakad|cavra 76 Opva évyic Tob mpai|cidiov kawod mwéupov |
mpoc eué.
Since the son of Balaneus who is in the watchtower is a boy, speak to the
dekanos so that he may place a young man in his stead; for I also have sent
orders to him about him. And send to me the civilian who set fire to the
reeds near the new praesidium.

3.3. épwT®, épwtnlelc, and Other Requests

A common type of request was made with the verb épwrd. This
idiom was borrowed from Latin (see Dickey in Chapter 13) and was
used between equals as well as between different ranks. The épwrd
took as its complement either an infinitive, a paratactic imperative
(28), or other structures, for example, a subjunctive introduced by
{va, a paratactic subjunctive, or a paratactic future indicative (29)
(see Dickey). The passive participle épwrnfeic was also quite com-
mon in the directive meaning, but its history is obscure. It was used
six times in my data, taking the imperative as its complement at least
four (most probably five) times (30, 31) and a final clause introduced
with dmrwc once (32):16

16 Q. Claud. 1151, 11 222, 11 249, I1 287, 11 385, II 386. In the papyrus letters I have
found 19 instances in the meaning ‘please’: BGU1 332, I1 596, P. Bour. 23, P. Gen. 174,
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28. O. Claud. 11 366, 11. 10 12
Aoy | épwrdd ce mépcov pou kpelb, émi od|3] ... |

And then, I beg you, send me some barley, because...

29. O. Claud. 1155,11. 5 6
épw|Td ce mépperc por adTiy.

I beg you, send her to me.

30. O. Claud. 11 287,11. 6 11

épwrnlic odv, Kipeie, mép|cov adTov unra Tod Tafe|Aapiov elva Suvachd|uer
8ua cé kal T ce puav|pwmia {c}[e], dprovc | payeiv.

Please, Sir, send him with the tabellarius, so that through you and your
generosity we can eat bread.

31. O. Claud. 1151, 1. 3 5
épwrnleic émicyec Toic | madaplowc {{}pov, wi Tic | adroic UBpic yévyrar.

Please, see that my children are not violated.

32. O. Claud. 11 386, 11. 6 8

épw<rn>le(ic, wi]|pié wov, mepi Tob ropaciov Niknc Smw'c | adrijy vméd
odevoc vPpileche (= vPpilechar).

Please, Sir, concerning our lass Nike, keep her from being violated by
anyone. ..

The first example of the passive participle in a meaning very close to
‘please’ seems to date from as early as 22 Bc:

33. P Oxy. VII 1061 (22 Bc), 1L 10 12

épwrnleic odv covmpocéem T | Trodeplaliwe kal Amod[A]dvioc & adedddc
cov | éwc pou TovTo TENécyTE . ..

Please interview Ptolemaeus with your brother Apollonius until you effect
this for me...

As Dickey shows in Chapter 13, the semantic change from the original
meaning ‘enquire’ of épw7d to ‘request’ was contact-induced. It was a
translation of the Latin rogo, but the use of épwrnfeic as a directive still

P. Mert. 11 62, P. Mich. 111 206, I1I 209, VIII 466, XV 751, SBIII 6263 (  P. Mich. XV
752), P. Mil.Vogl. TI1 201, P. Oxf. 19, P. Oxy. 1113, 11 269, col. ii, VII 1061, XII 1581, SB
IIT 7258, XIV 12143.
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remains strange. [t may have its origin in the language of contracts, but
evidence for that is difficult to find. My suggestion is the following.

A change of meaning can happen when a word develops a new
function.!? It is well known that besides requests, the passive parti-
ciple épwrnbelc was used in contracts during the Roman period,
especially in military ones, when somebody was writing for a person
who did not know letters or was a slow writer: éypaa vmép adrod/
avTov épwrnlelc 8ia T wn eldévar adTov/adTovc ypaupudra Or some-
thing very similar.!8 This formula had old models from the Ptolemaic
period, but in that early period the participles, if they were used at all,
were those of standard Greek verbs for begging.!® It is evident that
épwrnleic &ypafo was a translation of rogatus scripsi and there are, in
fact, examples of that formula in Latin wax-tablets, though they are
later than our earliest example of the word used as a directive.20
However, the lack of earlier wax-tablets is a problem of conservation,
not a real piece of evidence. The development into a directive may
have happened when the word épwrnfeic came to be used in two
different categories: ‘I was begged/asked to do something’ and ‘you

17 Here is a modern example: the idiom ‘sustainable development’ came into use
from Gro Harlem Brundtland’s UN commission report in 1987. It was translated into
Finnish as kestivi kehitys. The term kestdvi ‘durable, enduring, long lasting,
strong, resistant’. In recent years this word has become the symbol of positive ideas,
and it is used in novel connections, especially in commercial advertisements. There
fore, we have in Finnish (translated with the original English word): ‘sustainable
Christmas), ‘sustainable building), ‘sustainable lipstick’, ‘sustainable mp3 player’, ‘sus
tainable and reparable domestic appliance’, ‘the city of Oulu grows sustainably’, etc.
(T. Kolehmainen, ‘Kieli ikkuna’, Helsingin Sanomat, 24 Sept. 2006). The real meaning
has changed, and the word refers to all environmentally good entities.

18 The earliest example to my knowledge is P. Fam.Tebt. 2, Ap 92 ( P. L. Bat. V1),
which is a deposit of money. Many examples from military contexts are attested in
Rom. Mil. Rec. 76, AD 179.

19 The most popular idiom in the first three centuries Bc was éypafa Smép adrod
(with or without déwwfeic) dwa 76 adrov ‘u,‘r} eldévau (or ,u,‘r‘] éricrachar) 'ypd‘u,p,ara or
éypaha Smép avrod déwwbelc, see R. Calderini, ‘Gli dypduparor nell’Egitto greco
romano, Aegyptus, 30 (1950), 14 41 at 17 18. The participle was according to
Calderini either d¢wwbelc, émrpamelc, or alryfelc. The model was thus already exist
ing, but the verb épwrnfeic was new. In fact, Calderini does not give épwrnfelc as an
option at all.

20 FIRA TII 150a (before ap 164), 1. 1 4: Flavius Secundinus scripsi rogatus a
Memmio Asclepi, quia se lit[ter]as scire negavit, and FIRA III 150b (not dated), 1.
1 4: Jcus scripsi rogatus per [ ]m Restitutum agno[m(ine)] Senioris, quia se litter
[a]s scire negavit. ... These are mining contracts from Dacia.
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are begged/asked to do something’. As the latter meaning is ungram-
matical in standard Greek, it must have been a new creation, perhaps
an independently understood idiom of politeness to be used in
appropriate contexts. Or it could be evidence of change going on in
the verbal morphology. We may, indeed, be observing the process of
change that resulted in the modern Greek passive aorist subjunctive
with the personal endings -0, -Oelc, -0¢l, -Bovpe, -Oeire, -Godv (i.e.
(e’)p(m’n@a’), (e’)p(m'v]@e[c, (e’)pw'rv]@e[, etc.), though épwrnleic is still a
participle in my examples. However the participle does not refer to
the first person, i.e. the sender, but the direction of reference is the
second person, i.e. the addressee, which makes it a directive. This
becomes evident from the following examples:

34. P. Wisc. 11 69 (ap 101),11. 3 5

E’pw@‘r]‘rl)c 7T€PI) T[I)V AQ)SLKI..'OIV(DV cot ypé¢0 ';}\ é’z(gl.( Mot | al’)T(}. 8'.&. OU’CL)\GPL/OU
Being asked about the blankets I am writing to you if you have them for me
through Valerius (transl. P. J. Sijpestejn).

35. P. Oxy. 11 269, col. II (ap 57),11. 3 7

éov Stlvy épwrnbelc dxAn|cov Adidckopov wkal éx|mpafov adroév T |
XeLpdypagov.

If you can, please (= you are asked) worry Dioscorus and exact from him his
bond (transl. Grenfell and Hunt).

36. P. Oxy. XII 1581 (ii AD; the writer is a woman), 1. 4 7

épwrnleic, ddeddé, | Capamiwva un ddfic dpyeiv | kail péuBechar, dAXa elc
épyaci|av adrov Bdle.

Please (= you are asked), brother, don’t let Sarapion roam and do nothing,
but put him to work.

As was shown above (n.17), words may start a new life within a
specific speech community. I cannot find any other plausible explan-
ation for the use of épwrnfeic as a directive than its change of
meaning or even lexicalization in a multicultural context where the
original passive meaning directed to the first person became directed
to the second. This may be evidence of ongoing processes of change
in the whole system of passive verbal morphology.2!

21 This kind of development can be manifested more easily in bi or multilingual
speech communities, as the real passive meaning of the Greek word is not fully
understood by L2 speakers.
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3.4. Submissive Requests

Sometimes letters were sent to persons who were much higher in
rank than the sender. This created even more variation in the use of
directives. A very submissive request could be fairly complex, if the
writer, owing to his low rank, did not wish to express a request by
using common directive structures. Note the use of the passive:

37. O. Claud. 11 286 (Asclepiades to Horion the centurio), 1. 3 8

el8dic cod 16 edceféc, Eypahd cot, kipie, | Smwe mapa CaPBaroc crparihitov |
cmrovddceic Apudbivar kal meuddij|val pow celrov pd(ria) { émel dchevéc|repdc
elpt. dAov yap Bedv odk élyw 7 cé.

Well aware of your piety, I have written to you, Sir, that you could supervise
as soon as possible that seven matia of grain are received by the soldier
Sabbas and delivered to me, my state being too weak. For besides you I have
no other god.

3.5. Declarative Directives

The declarative directive was generally used in straight commands,
and the use of the future indicative was very common just as in
modern military language:

38. O. Claud. 11379, 11. 7 11

élav] | eldic 67 &vbdde dvadépovras, | Badeic adrdw < kKAjpov | Kal méuperc
&av & adrav kal | dnddcewc pot.

If you know that they are to be detached here, you will give them their
assignments, and send one of them, and notify me.

The use of the future indicative as a directive is attested already in the
classical literary language, where the volitive use of the future indicative
is well known.22 In the papyri this use of the future indicative is regular,23
being also fostered by the phonologically induced confusion between
the use of the aorist subjunctive and the future indicative which resulted
in their merger.2* Outside the declarative use, the future indicative is

22 Kithner Gerth, i.176; B. L. Gildersleeve, Syntax of Classical Greek from Homer to
Demosthenes, 2 vols. (New York, 1900 11; repr. with co operation of C. W. E. Miller,
Groningen, 1980), i. 116 17; Schwyzer Debrunner, 291.

23 Mayser, Grammatik, ii/1. 212 13; Mandilaras, Verb, 184 90.

24 Mandilaras, Verb, 178 9.
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often used for subsequent directives after an initial directive in the
imperative (39).25 It seems that the writers wished to indicate an
aspectual difference, since often the directives in the future indicative
are to be accomplished after the first directive in the imperative. As there
is no future imperative in Greek, writers chose to use the future indica-
tive instead. This observation has to be compared with larger evidence in
due course to find out whether it has more general relevance.

3.6. Sequential Directives

A very common verb in these letters is kou{{ew, seen in (39):

39. O. Claud. 11 249, 11. 2 4 (see Plate 6.3 above)
wbpicev mapd. | Aoyywdre 76 chupiSiov kal Sdeic adran [sic] | Tdw avfpdimou.

Receive the basket from Longinas and give it to the man.

Here we have imperative + declarative directive. Note the future
aspect; first the basket is received, then it will be given to the man.
Kopllew could just as easily be translated ‘get the basket from L. and
give it to the man’ This verb is always linked to the following
directive. It means ‘receive, take care of, carry off’, and is generally
followed by another verb expressing the action to be performed. The
object comes to the possession of the receiver, if the messenger gives
it to him or her, with or without the actual verb in the imperative.
Hence, it may be a matter of hendiadys, where the first part of the
expression is fixed but does not really contribute to the meaning
because the second part cannot be done without doing the first (such
as ‘take and. ..’ [take this letter and give it to X], ‘get up and...” [get
up and get me a beer], ‘go and...” [go and see who’s at the door],
‘stop and...” [stop and get me some beer on the way home]).

4. VARIATION IN THE IMPERATIVE FORMS

The verb xouilew may start discussion on the graphic variation. In the
letters this verb is often used seemingly in the active xduicov or

25 See also ibid. 303.
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kduucev, instead of the standard middle wduicar in the meaning
‘receive’. The editors always emend it to the middle form. A simple
explanation of its active use would be that it underwent a real shift of
meaning, in which case the verb was used in the active voice to mean
‘receive’. But what made this possible? There is an explanation, but it is
not possible to understand the muddled morphology of the impera-
tives without some background.

4.1. Spelling and Phonology

The language of the letters has many elements that are not found in
official documents, but are common in private letters. The variation
that overlay the standard, orthographically and grammatically accur-
ate, Greek can be clearly seen. The change in the Greek vowel system
was one of the main issues of variation that created difficulties for
writers. To illustrate a deep individual confusion, I take my examples
from one person, called Petenephotes, who wrote twelve letters that
have survived (O. Claud. 11 243-54).

Petenephotes was a civilian who worked as a kibariates in the middle
of the second century Ap.26 As far as I know, the hand is unique among
the ostraca, and Biillow-Jacobsen, the editor, considers Petenephotes to
be the actual writer.2” He had a trained hand. The letters are mainly
written to his real brother Valerius. All letters except one represent a
very familiar register. When the register was less casual the writer was
more careful, as in O. Claud. II 252, written to a certain Sarapion, who
is called TiuidTaroc.28 In my view, the writer explicitly tried to use
correct orthography with reasonably good success. But generally Pete-
nephotes displays confusion in writing vowels. The origin of the diffi-
culties is, obviously, the difference between speech and writing.2?

26 Cf. n. 11 above.

27 Q. Claud. 11, p. 69.

28 Jlerevepdrtnc . Capamiwvt ‘ 70 TywTdTe xalpw. éme ( émel) /\E/)/OU‘CLV xw ce
éﬂLCTO)\dC ljlu(I)V ‘ dﬂé AL"yleTOU, 66 ﬂOLT?CLC, E’liV | E”X;Y]C nov E’ﬂLCTé)\la, 7T€,[J.|¢OV KOl €’7T£
avakkéwc | elclv. acmdlov Tovc | btlodvréc ce 770/.]/‘ [T]§(. e"ppwc(o). ‘Petenephotes to the
most honourable Sarapion, greetings. Because they say you have letters for us from
Egypt, please, if you have letters for me, send them to me, because they are necessary.
Greet all your friends. Farewell.

29 Lists of attested spellings have been made in S. T. Teodorsson, The Phonology of
Ptolemaic Koine (Goteborg, 1977), and Gignac, Grammar, i. On this subject generally
see C. Brixhe, ‘Bulletin de dialectologie grecque’, REG 103 (1990), 201 30.
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Writing can be taught morpholexically (like French or English) or
phonographically (like Finnish). If it was taught morpholexically,
there would be little we could make of it as compared with pronun-
ciation.3® The writers of ostracon letters were usually persons who
were confused by the actual pronunciation, which they found hard to
match with their learned orthography. If the writer did not have a
good command of normative orthography, pronunciation caused
lack of morphological transparency, which then evoked bizarre ef-
fects on written sentences.

It seems that Petenephotes used both above-mentioned writing
methods: he sometimes considered words to be sound sequences, as
if spoken aloud. Thus he wrote to some extent with his ears, so to
speak. He had difficulties especially with the phonemes that were
written with ot, v, w, 0, and ov in the standard orthography. But, on
the other hand, he clearly wrote some words from memory, trying to
remember the standard orthography as it was taught to him, i.e.
morpholexically. Once, when he noticed that he had left words out,
he made a correction which was morphologically and orthographic-
ally correct. In fact, it is the only example of the standard aorist
participle in his letters in this connection:

40. O. Claud. 11 245, 1I. 2 6 (see Plate 6.1 above)

kaddc] | murjcic, ddedde, éalv ENOn] | 1) mopra TH vukti TadTy “méupac pol” |
Tpla Lebyn dpraw émi ovk € xo dprouc.

Please, brother, if the caravan arrives this night, send me three pairs of loaves
because I haven’t any bread.

As a modern example for similar writing difficulties, I can cite two
modern ostracon-equivalents, i.e. S[hort]M[essage]S[ervice] texts,
sent to me by my Egyptian neighbour from his mobile telephone. I
consented to take a satellite antenna onto my sixth-floor balcony,
because my neighbour had no signal on his balcony below. The two
SMS texts belong to this context:

41. (SMS, 31 August 2006)
Hi ihope you are fien. Please have look in your balkone the stalit man he
forget thamsing, & he witanig 4 my answr.

30 R.A. Wright, A Sociophilological Study of Late Latin (Turnhout, 2002), 317.
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42. (SMS, 1 September 2006)
Hi please tray to move the desh aletal bet daun and ragth. Ihope you are ok
and at home.

The similarities to our ostraca are remarkable, and all the difficulties
Petenephotes faced persist. The writer, who has learnt English by
listening, knows the spelling of some words (‘are) ‘please; look; etc.)
and constructs some spellings phonographically, at the same time
trying to remember the correct orthography. As an Arabic-speaker he
finds the writing of vowels even more problematic than English chil-
dren do, for instance, learning to write: fien = fine, stalit = satellite,
thamsing = something, witanig = waiting, tray = try, desh = dish,
aletal bet = a little bit, daun = down, raght = right.

Against this background let us consider Petenephotes’ imperatives.
These are representative as they reflect almost all possible variations, the
problem being mainly to find the correct letter for the respective
vowels. As has been pointed out, unstressed vowels were subject to
the most variation, ending in their neutralization, which is explained as
partly due to language contact.?! This neutralization was problematic
for many Egyptian Greek writers as they could not draw a distinction
between /a/, /e/, and /o/ in, for example, unstressed final syllables. We
also know from many sources that final /n/ was weak or not pro-
nounced at all (cf. n. 13 above), which, together with neutralization,
ultimately lead to the phonetic merger of the forms of the type méuipar,
méwpe, méwpev, méwpov, méwhwv. For example:

43. O. Claud. 11 246,11. 1 10

TereveparTnc | Odadepin 74 ASed|pd moda xalpw. kaddc | murcic méupe ot
(8payuac) 8 | iva AdBo 76 mirrdkw | kal HcéMw 77 8. méu|pev adrw perd
Hoyw|pe. méppev kal mor|rdiw pot dyvalpov.

Petenephotes to Valerius his brother, many greetings. Please send me 4
drachmas, so that I can get the pass and can arrive on the 24th. Send it
with Pachomis. Send me also an unfulled (new?) pittacium. (trans. A.
Biilow Jacobsen).

This letter has two certain imperatives (7éuier) and one uncertain
(méupe) (see above).32 In this connection it is important to note that

31 Horrocks, Greek, 62 3.

32 Phonetically the final /n/ is not necessary in wéue o, because it does not form
an assimilation as in 7éuier kai. The assimilation of final [n] to the initial [m] was
not common, and in standard modern Greek it does not exist.



Imperatives and Other Directives 117

Petenephotes wrote, without any doubt, an aorist imperative ending
with epsilon though he used omicron (méwpov, O. Claud. 11 243, 11
252) and omega (44) as well. Petenephotes’ spelling has a lot of
variation, but he tried to be consistent with his choice throughout
the individual letter, though even then there was some variation, as in
the following example:

44. O. Claud. 11 249,11. 2 8

kbuicev mapd. | Aoyyware m6 cpvpldiov kai dhcic adran [sic] | Téu dvlpdmov.
épic Amodwviwt §7i épwnlic | moincdv pot 76 TovTwe Kal wéupwy pot adrd |
Swa Aoyyare émi xplav adrdi éyw. ypdipwv | mepi Tic cornplac cov. éppdché ce
€i}’X[O‘lLaL]. | ﬂ'é’;upwv Mot ‘U,LKK(;V deaa”wv SLd AO?/[')/&TO(].

... Receive the basket from Longinas and give it to the man. Say to Apollo
nius: ‘Please do this for me and send it to me through Longas, for I need it.
Write to me about your health. I hope you are well. Send me a little
watercress through Longas.

Note the consistency and small variation: xduicev (kduicov), adran
T avbpdrmov (adro T dvlpdrmwe), To TovTwe (70 TOUTO), TéUPWY
(méwpov), avrdy (ad7d), adrde (adrod), ypdihwv (ypdibov), méwbwy
(méupov), rdpdapwy (kdpdapov). The spelling problems created
strange forms in noun morphology, too, and the second-language
(especially Egyptian) speakers’ difficulties with Greek noun morph-
ology are an interesting and important question, but outside the
scope of this essay.3> However, Petenephotes does not show similar
difficulties in noun morphology as with the imperatives.3* It is obvi-
ous that Petenephotes spoke Greek fluently and wrote it with ease.
Greek was the language of his correspondence between himself and
his brother and he could use structures that are quite sophisticated:

45. O. Claud. 11 247,11.2 5
elcep|xopévov pov elc 76 Jpvcv | Tic 6800 & KevTeppvoc dvég|Talié pot

AsIwas already half way the centurion sent me. .. (trans. A. Billow Jacobsen).

Because of the spelling problems, the imperatives lost their original
transparency and became even more obscure, as the middle ending of

33 See M. Leiwo, ‘Both and All Together? The meaning of duddrepor’, Arctos, 37
(2003), 81 99; id., ‘Scribes and Language Variation) in L. Pietild Castrén and M.
Vesterinen (eds.), Grapta poikila, i (Helsinki, 2003), 1 11.

34 He did use mapd with the dative when it took the genitive in the standard:
kdpecov wapd Mapovare kapuniry Sécuny papcimmov. .. (O. Claud. 11 248).
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the 2nd person imperative {sai} was easily mixed with the active
endings {son} and {(s)e}. This gave rise to a situation where forms
which looked different in their written form were no longer phonet-
ically transparent and were thus merged: «duicov, xduicev, and
Kopicar OF méube, méubev, méuhov, méuwbwv, and méwpar.3> This ortho-
graphically complex situation craves a psycholinguistic explanation.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Every healthy person stores in his/her mind various linguistic rules.
As always, there are different views about how a complex morpho-
logical system (like Finnish or ancient Greek) is stored in our mind,
but it is stored there, no question about that. A theory that has had
much influence in the studies of morphology is the model created by
Joan Bybee in her 1985 study (see n. 36 below). According to her, our
mind stores both basic and inflected forms, which are mentally
organized with the help of regularity and similarity that she calls
lexical connections. Starting from this model and modifying it with
other research on morphological processing,3¢ it is possible to pos-
tulate three components that we use in our mental lexicon as we
produce forms: (i) combining affixes and stems with the help of
grammatical rules; (ii) fetching a complete form from memory;
and (iii) producing forms by analogy.

If we apply this theoretical basis to our problem, we can make a
suggestion of what may have happened in Petenephotes’ mind. First,
he combined affixes with verbal stems: pemp + se or son (i). In this
process only two imperative morphemes were phonetically activated
in his mind: one for the aorist {so(n)} and, if needed, one for the
present {e}. He regarded these morphemes as segments which could

35 See also Mandilaras, Verb, 293; Gignac, Grammar, ii. 349 50.

36 There is a vast bibliography on morphological processing. The interested reader
is advised to begin from J. Bybee, Morphology: A Study of the Relation between
Meaning and Form (Amsterdam, 1985); ead. and P. Hopper (eds.), Frequency and
the Emergence of Linguistic Structure (Amsterdam, 2001); J. Niemi, M. Laine, and
J. Tuominen, ‘Cognitive Morphology in Finnish: Foundations of a New Model,
Language and Cognitive Processes, 9 (1994), 423 46; and W. U. Dressler, On Product
ivity and Potentiality in Inflectional Morphology (Montreal, 1997).
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be glued to a stem of any verb to denote a command. On these
grounds [ suggest that the graphic representations of, for example,
méwpe, méuhev, méuhov, and wéudwy are really one and the same form
in Petenephotes’ mental lexicon, manifesting itself in pronunciation
which could be close to {pé}mpsa] regardless of spelling. But in spite
of this rule-processing, Petenephotes is still uncertain of the spelling
of the imperatives, as he has been taught the correct forms which he
tried to memorize.

It is seldom possible to study genuinely individual language use in
our data, since scribes were able to change the dictation according to
their own habits. Petenephotes’ letters show clearly that he had
serious difficulties in writing the imperatives. I suggest that this was
due to the fact that in speech the morphology of the imperatives
was approaching the situation now prevailing in modern Greek.
There were two basic forms of imperatives in speech. Owing to the
phonological changes the active and middle forms of the aorist
imperative were becoming less and less distinct. This lack of trans-
parency caused some individuals to reduce the imperatives to
two with the endings {-so} and {-e}. However, in teaching to write
the standard forms were used, which caused difficulties for non-
professional writers, especially second-language writers, who tried
to write according to taught orthography.
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Do Mothers Matter? The Emergence of
Metronymics in Early Roman Egypt*

Mark Depauw

1. INTRODUCTION

The addition of the mother’s name in personal identification in
Greek has hitherto received relatively little attention.! The traditional
interpretation (of the few people who bothered to comment on it)
was that it appeared in the late Ptolemaic period and was the
‘Nachklang eines fritheren “mutterrechtlichen” Zustandes. In her
dissertation of 1939 Lea Bringmann argued against this hypothesis
by pointing out that mothers’ names only appear in Egyptian texts
from the Persian period onwards, which is somehow too late to
explain the phenomenon as an atavistic matriarchal remnant. Instead
she concurred with Griffith, who thought that in Demotic the add-
ition of the mother’s name served the purely practical purpose of
distinguishing homonymic individuals.2

As T have shown elsewhere, however, this addition to Greek personal
identifications is in fact a very rare phenomenon during the Ptolemaic
period, when the exceptional examples can in all likelihood be adequately

* 1 should like to thank Willy Clarysse, Dorothy Thompson, and Katelijn Van
dorpe for advice and suggestions.

1 D. Hobson, ‘Naming Practices in Roman Egypt, BASP 26 (1989), 157 74 at
161 2 briefly mentions the inclusion of mothers’ names as evidence for the bilateral
society of Roman Egypt, but concentrates on the transmission of names from the
maternal side of the family.

2 L.Bringmann, Die Frau im ptolemdisch kaiserlichen Aegypten (Bonn, 1939),35 6.
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explained by Egyptian influence.? In the Roman period the situation
changes dramatically: a DDBDP search for unrpdc in Greek documents
dated after 30 Bc results in not less than 17,493 hits. Even when taking
into account that there are significantly more texts from this later period
(about 45,396 according to the HGV, or over five times as many as in the
Ptolemaic period),* this exponential growth of attestations can hardly be
coincidental and raises new questions about the validity of Bringmann’s
argument. Were there really suddenly that many more homonymic
individuals? And why should the—for Greek unusual—addition of the
mother’s name have been introduced to distinguish them?

In view of the enormous number of attestations, a systematic
investigation of all seems out of bounds.> To structure the over-
whelming source material, I will concentrate on the beginnings of
Roman rule. In all, the period between 30 Bc and Ap 100 provides a
corpus of 2,495 instances (in about 5,071 records according to the
HGV), of which over 95 per cent comes from a context of personal
identification. Of these I have used 1,378 in 183 more or less precisely
dated documents. For reasons which will become clear later, I have
distinguished two periods: before and after ap 50.

2. METRONYMICS IN PERSONAL
IDENTIFICATION, 30 BC-AD 50

In the period between 30 Bc and Ap 50 I found 391 examples of
identifications including mothers’ names in 49 documents (Table
7.1). Three groups can be distinguished:

(i) 163 instances in 33 documents with a marked Egyptian social
background. This group includes:

3 See M. Depauw, ‘The Use of Mothers’ Names in Ptolemaic Documents: A Case of
Greek Egyptian Mutual Influence?’, JJP 37 (2007), 21 9.

4 My DDBDP (online version) and HGV figures were accessed on 30 Aug. 2005.

5 The majority of examples seem to be concentrated in the first three centuries of
Roman rule: compare the 16,443 hits for the period 30 Bc ap 300 (HGV: ¢.29,025
records) with the mere 1,132 hits for that between Ap 301 and 800 (HGV: ¢.14,505
records). It would be interesting to investigate why the number of attestations is again
reduced in this later period.



122

Mark Depauw

Table 7.1. Documents including mothers’ names 30 Bc Ap 50
Pg¢f = mention of the paternal grandfather; Mgf = mention of the maternal

grandfather
Date

Document Prov. AD Ex. Context Pgf  Mgf

CPRXV 1 Sokn. Nes. Bc3 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

CPRXV 2 Sokn. Nes. 11 11 subscription to Dem.
contract

CPRXV 3 Sokn. Nes. 11 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

CPRXV 4 Sokn. Nes. 11 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

SB15231 Fay. 11 11 subscription to Dem.
contract

SB15275 Fay. 11 11 subscription to Dem.
contract

Chr. Mitt. 181 Fay. 11 5  subscription to Dem.
contract

P.Mil.13 Thead. 11 1 census declaration

P RyL1I160 A Sokn.Nes. 14 37 5  subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Mich. V 241 Tebt. 16 3 abstracts of contracts

P. Mich. V 249 Tebt. 18 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Mich. V 250  Tebt. 18 4 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Mich. V 251 Tebt. 19 5  contract (prob. copy of
Dem. contract; related
to Eg.)

P. Mich. V 347 Tebt. 21 3 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Oxy. 11 254 Oxy. c.20 1 census declaration

P. Mich. X 578 Phil. 22/3 9 census list

P. Oxy. 11 288 Oxy. 225 4 list of taxes

SBXVIII 13579  Sokn. Nes. 23 3 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Princ. 18 Phil. 27 32 102 list of taxes

P. Ryl 11 160 Sokn. Nes.  28/9 5  subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Mich. V 328  Tebt. 29 1 contract (copy of mort
gage connected to Dem.
contract?)

P. Mich.V 253 Tebt. 30 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

O. Berl. 23 Eleph. 30 1 tax receipt (no father)

P. Ryl 11160 C  Sokn.Nes. 32 6  subscription to Dem.
contract

SBX 10759 Fay. 33/4 6  census declaration

P. Oxy. Hels. 10~ Oxy. 34 6  census declaration

(continued)
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Table 7.1. (contd.)
Date

Document Prov. AD Ex. Context Pgf Mgf

P. Ryl 11160 B Sokn. Nes. 37 8  subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Congr. XV 13 Phil. after 37 4 house survey 1

P. Mich. V 290 Tebt. c37 4 subscription to Dem.
contract?”

CPRXV 47 Sokn. Nes. 41 54 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Congr. XV 14 Phil. 41 48/9 50 census list

P. Ryl 11160 D Sokn. Nes. 42 2 subscription to Dem.
contract

PSI VIII 907 Tebt. 42 6  subscription to Dem.
contract?

PSI VIII 908 Tebt. 42/3 3 subscription to Dem.
contract?”

P. Mich. 11 121 Tebt. 42 10  abstracts of contracts

P. Mich. V 269 Tebt. 42 3 subscription to Dem.
contract?”

P. Mich. V 270 Tebt. 42 1 subscription to Dem.
contract?”

P. Mich. V 271 Tebt. 42 1  subscription to Dem.
contract??

PSI VIII 909 Tebt. 44 20 subscription to Dem.
contract

P Vind. Tand. 24 Sokn. Nes. 45 4 subscription to Dem.
contract

SB XIV 11895 Sokn. Nes. 45 5 subscription to Dem.
contract

O. Theb. 97 Theb. 46 1 tax receipt y

SB1 5247 Fay. 47 8  subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Mich. V 277 Tebt. 48 3 subscription to Dem.
contract

P. Fouad 35 Oxy. 48 1 contract (grant of power
of attorney)

P. Ross. Georg. 11 12 Fay. 48 36 census list

SB14344 ? 48 1 tax receipt y?

P. Phil. 5 Phil. 490r62/3 1 census list

P. Tebt. 11 299 Tebt. ¢.50 4 declaration by priest to y ¥y

komogrammateus of son
born in year 10 of
Tiberius, entered in list
[of exempted priests?]

? Space for Demotic left blank.
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(a) The identification of the contracting parties in the elaborate
autograph subscriptions to Demotic contracts. At least in some
cases these subscriptions were written before the Demotic and were
the only legally valid parts of the document. Hence also the occa-
sional omission of the Demotic body, in which case only the Greek
subscriptions were written.

(b) Translations of these bilingual contracts into Greek.

(¢) Lists with abstracts of contracts. The two documents in which
mothers’ names are attested are particularly instructive. In one
case, P. Mich. V 241 (ap 16; Tebtunis), there are four abstracts,
only one of which (a sale and cession of a house) identifies the
parties by adding the mother’s name; it is omitted for the three
others (loans), perhaps because they were originally written in
Greek. The other case is P. Mich. 1I 121 (ap 42; Tebtunis), a list
of 50 abstracts of contracts. In only five contracts, all alimentary
contracts dealing with marriage, is the mother’s name used for the
identification. Since the structure of the abstract is anomalous in
comparison with the others in the document (an anomaly in the
positions of the names of the contracting parties, which appear at
the end), it seems likely that here again the originals may well have
been in Demotic with Greek subscriptions.

Paradoxically the higher number of ‘Egyptian’ metronymica in
these Greek documents is related to the obsolescence of Demotic
in the course of the first century Ap.¢

(ii) 224 instances in twelve documents related to the census instituted
by the Roman government.” This group includes the following
subcategories:

(a) Census declarations. At the latest from aAp 19 onwards all
households in the Egyptian chora were supposed to inform
the authorities of their composition in a formal declaration.
For some, or even most, family members the name of the
mother is provided.

6 See M. Depauw, ‘Autograph Confirmation in Demotic Private Contracts’, CAE 78
(2003), 66 111 at 89 105.

7 See R. S. Bagnall and B. W. Frier, The Demography of Roman Egypt (Cambridge,
1994).
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(b) Census and tax lists. The information gathered from the
declarations was in a second stage compiled into census lists,
and these lists were then used for various taxation purposes.

(iii) Four instances in four other documents, a contract and three
tax receipts.

The first of these three groups of Roman period attestations of the
mother’s name is not fundamentally different from the Ptolemaic
examples, but the second constitutes a wholly new category. The
crucial question is therefore how in this context the appearance of
this (for Greek) new onomastic element can be explained.

A first possibility is that there is no real change, but that the
onomastic addition is only an apparent novelty. Perhaps census
returns in the Ptolemaic period also had to include both father’s
and mother’s name, just as in the Roman period. This might be
suggested by SB VI 8993. In Heichelheim’s traditional interpretation
this is a decree regulating the declaration of both acquired and house-
born slaves, for whom as always the name of the mother should be
given (since that of the father was supposed to be unknown anyway).8
According to Scholl, however, this decree stipulates that people
should declare their children as well as their slaves, in each case adding
the mother’s name.® It would in other words regulate a general census
for fiscal purposes, similar to the Roman period census.

Dorothy Thompson and Willy Clarysse, whom I have consulted
on this matter, brought forward several arguments against this new
interpretation. First of all, the few Ptolemaic declarations that are
preserved do not feature mothers’ names at all, nor are mothers’
names included in any of the numerous census lists that were com-
piled. Second, in their opinion the text of the decree itself is also
more in line with Heichelheim’s interpretation than with Scholl’s.
Thus 1. 6, specifying that house-born slaves should be declared with
their mother’s name, suggests that the first part also deals with slaves,
but of another type. The total omission of any reference to fathers’
names is also better explained if the entire text deals with slaves.
It seems somewhat unlikely that no provisions for supplying fathers’
names were made because it was considered self-evident.

8 F. M. Heichelheim, ‘An Alexandrian Decree of 175/174 BC’, JEA 26 (1940), 154 6.
9 R. Scholl, Corpus der ptolemdischen Sklaventexte (Stuttgart, 1990), pp. 51 7, doc.
no. 8, esp. 1. 3 4, 8.



126 Mark Depauw

If there is thus indeed real change, one must wonder what might
have caused it. A tempting hypothesis is Egyptian influence. Not only
is the use of the mother’s name well attested in formal Demotic
documents, but also Greek is increasingly used by Egyptians in the
first century Ap, which has led to ‘Orientalisms’, for example in
epistolary formulae.l® To determine whether something similar has
happened here, I have examined closely the use of mothers’ names in
census declarations, which has revealed interesting peculiarities.

A first one is that although mothers’ names appear regularly even
in the earliest census declarations, they initially never seem to be used
in the identification of the declarant at the start of the document.
In fact the first declarant to identify himself using his mother’s name
only appears in ap 75 (BGU XI 2088), and it only becomes a regular
feature from AD 89 onwards.

The second observation is that at first sight the addition or omission
of mothers’ names when describing the people living in the house of the
declarant seems to be quite unsystematic. In the oldest example, P. Mil.
I3 (ap 11; Arsinoites), two of the three family members (the declarant
and his daughter) are identified by adding the mother’s name, but for
the mother of the declarant this is omitted. In the sole declaration
related to the supposed census of Ap 19 (?) (P. Oxy. II 254; Oxy-
rhynchos), the mother’s name is provided for the only preserved
inhabitant, but since he seems to be an dwdrwp, this may be an
exceptional case anyway. Two of the best preserved declarations for
the Ap 33 census show some interesting differences: in P. Oxy. Hels. 10
all seven family members are identified with name, patro-, and metro-
nymic, while in SBX 10759 only four out of six family members and six
out of eight free non-kin inhabitants of the house have mothers’ names.
The sole document related to the Ap 47 census is damaged, but the only
remaining identification, one of a freedwoman of the declarant’s kurios
(and in all likelihood husband), does not have a mother’s name. No
clear pattern seems to emerge.

On the basis of these two observations one might conclude that
the practice of adding the mother’s name in census declarations was
not a legal obligation, but rather an optional addition by the declar-
ant. If this were the case, however, it seems odd that metronymics

10 See M. Depauw, The Demotic Letter: A Study of Epistolographic Scribal Traditions
against their Intra and Intercultural Background (Sommerhausen, 2006), 295 8.
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regularly appear in lists of people closely related to the declarations.
Thus P. Mich. X 10578, probably dated to ap 22/3 (Philadelphia),
lists some ten boys who are approaching or have reached the (tax-
able) age of 14 with their mothers’ names. At the end of the taxation
account P. Oxy. IT 288 (AD 22-5) an extract is given from the epikrisis
of AD 11, and again mothers’ names are provided. They also appear in
the entries of the tax register P. Princ. 18 (ap 46/7), the house survey P,
Congr. XV 13 (after ap 37), and the census lists P. Congr. XV 14 (aD
46/7) and P. Ross. Georg. I1 12 (AD 48). One wonders why these lists
should systematically include the mothers’ names of the taxpayers if it
was not always provided by the declarants in the census declaration,
which after all were the basis on which these lists were compiled.

Another look at the first-century-ap census declarations, and
more specifically at those declarees for which certainly no mother’s
name is provided, reveals, however, that these are only in very few
cases men (Table 7.2).11

Table 7.2. Declarations without mothers’ names in first century ap

11 Ar 1 Family member no. 3: woman

33 Ar 1 Family member no. 3: man, but the mother may be lost in the lacuna
Family member no. 6: man, but unclear
Free non kin no. 7: woman (?)
Free non kin no. 8: woman (?)

33 Ar 2 Family member no. 1: man, but his mother is the declarant and the
identification is introduced by ‘my son’
Family member no. 2: woman

33 Ox 1 Family member no. 2: minor, perhaps a girl?
Family member no. 3: woman

47 Ox 1 Family member no. 2: woman

75 Ar 1 Family member no. 2: woman

75 Ar 2 Family member no. 5: woman

75 Ox 1 Family member no. 1: perhaps a woman rather than a man?
Family member no. 2: perhaps a woman rather than a man?

89 Ar 1 Family member no. 2: woman

103 Ar 1 Free non kin no. 1: man (renter)
Free non kin no. 2: woman
Free non kin no. 4: man (renter)
Free non kin no. 6: woman
103 Ar 4  Family member no. 1: man, but damaged
103 Ar 11 Family member no. 2: woman
103 Ar 14  Family member no. 1: man (renter)

11 T have used the summaries (and abbreviations) in the catalogue of census
declarations found in Bagnall and Frier, Demography, 179 312.
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The addition of the mother’s name in census declarations thus
seems to be almost obligatory for men, but less so for women. To
determine why, I will first examine the evidence for mothers’ names
in personal identification in the period ap 50-100.

3. METRONYMICS IN PERSONAL
IDENTIFICATION, AD 50-100

With 987 personal identifications adding the mother’s name in 134
documents (Table 7.3) the practice has clearly spread further. Five
groups can be distinguished:

Table 7.3. Documents including mothers’ names Ap 50 100

Document Prov. Date AD Ex. Context Pgf Mgf
Stud. Pal. IV Fay. 54 682 25 bank account concerning
pp. 119 21 taxes
SBI15117 Fay. 55 3 subscription to Dem.
contract
Chr. Wilck. 145 Herm. 60 2 membership ephebeia y
P. Oxy. 11 250 Oxy. 61 1 register of property y
P. Heid. IV 340 Herm. Dec 1 membership ephebeia
61 Jan 62
SB VI 9572 Tebt. 61/2 5 census list
P. Heid. IV 339 Herm. 61 3 1 membership ephebeia y
P. Oxy. XXXVIII ~ Oxy. 62 1 unclear: preparation y 'y
2873 census?
P. Heid. IV 338 Herm. 62 1 membership ephebeia
P. Heid. IV 305 Herm. 62 3 1 membership ephebeia y
P. Heid. IV 341 Herm. 62 3 1 membership ephebeia
P. Heid. IV 342 Herm. 63 1 membership ephebeia y vy
P. RyL 11101 Herm. 63 2 membership ephebeia y
PSIT 51 Thead. 63/4 1 receipt for work y vy
P. Lond. 11 181 Kerkeesis 64 37 record of taxes paid into
(Fay.) state bank
SBXII 11145 Oxy. 65/6? 1 declaration to sitologos y  y?
P. Oxy. 11 289 Oxy. 65 83 2 tax account (copies of y ¥y
receipts)
P. Oxy. 11 239 Oxy. 66 1 oath concerning tax y vy
P. Oxy. 11 246 Oxy. 66 1 register of cattle y vy
P. Oxy. 11272 Oxy. 66 2 subscription to contract y vy
P. Oxy. 11 275 Oxy. 66 5 contract (apprenticeship) y vy

(continued)
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Table 7.3. (contd.)
Document Prov. Date AD Ex. Context Pgf Mgf
PSI VIII 871 Oxy. 66 1 declaration of residence 'y vy
(scribe for illiterate
woman)
O. Erem. 8 Theb. 66 1 tax receipt y ¥y
P. Giss. 94 Sokn. Nes. 66/7 1 tax receipt y vy
O. Wilck. 1397 Theb. 66/7 1 tax receipt y
C. Pap. Gr. 11/1 10  Sokn. Nes. 66/7 2 declaration of death y ¥
SBXVI 12332 Phil. 66 71 5 tax receipt y vy
nos. 1 5
O. Bodl. 11 488 Theb. 67 1 tax receipt
O. Bodl. 11 603 Theb. 67 1 tax receipt y
O. Brux. 2 Theb. 67 1 tax receipt y
O. Wilck. 419 Theb. 67 1 tax receipt y ¥y
O. Wilck. 436 Theb. 67 1 tax receipt y
SB XVI 12686 ? 67 9 3 tax receipt y vy
69 HGV
C. Pap. Gr. 121 Oxy. 68 1 contract (cit. of Alexan y vy
dria)
P. Oxy. XIV 1641  Oxy. 68 1 subscription to contract 'y vy
O. Wilck. 422 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
O. Bodl. 11 489 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
O. Bodl. 11 604 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
O. Theb. 32 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
O. Petr. 86 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
O. Stras. 88 Theb. 68 1 tax receipt y
BGU VII 1614 Phil. 69/70 18 tax list y vy
P. [FAO132 Fay. 69 2 receipt for work y vy
PSIX 1133 Tebt. 70/3 2 tax receipt y?
P. Mil. Congr. XIV  Oxy. 71 2 contract y vy
p-78
O. Wilck. 430 Theb. 71 1 tax receipt y
O. Wilck. 432 Theb. 72 1 tax receipt y ¥y
P. Warren 2 Fay. 72 1 declaration of birth y vy
Stud. Pal. IV Arsin. 72/3 157 census list y some
pp. 58 78
O. Stras. 90 Theb. 73 1 tax receipt y
P. Yale 1 64 Oxy. 75/6 3 contract (loan) y vy
O. Stras. 92 Theb. 76 1 tax receipt y
O. Bodl. 112196~ Theb. 76 1 tax receipt y ¥
SBXVI 12238 Thead. 76 8 3 tax receipt y
SBXII 11232 Tebt. 76 6 extract from censuslist y vy
BGU XI 2088 Arsin. 77 1 census declaration [
SBXVIII 13324 Arsin. 62 2 census list y 1
77 HGV
SB XVI 12298 Narm. 77 1 tax receipt y
P. Oxy. 11 263 Oxy. 77 1 contract (no father)
P. Oxy. 11 242 Oxy. 77 3 registration of sale con y ¥y

tract

(continued)
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Document Prov. Date AD Ex. Context Pgf Mgf
P. Mich. XV 690  Sokn. Nes. 77/8 1 receipt for work
P. Oxy. XXXVI Oxy. 78/9 1 declaration of residence
2756
P. Oxy. 11 243 Oxy. 79 2 registration contract y y
(mortgage)
SB XVI 12223 Fay.? 79/80 5 list (young) tax payers
P. Oxy. 11 248 Oxy. 80 1 registration of property  y y?
P. Oxy. 11 249 Oxy. 80 1 registration of property  y y
BGU XIII 2292 Sokn. Nes. 81 2 1 tax receipt y
SB XVIII 13120 Oxy.? 81/2 3 contract (wet nurse) ? ?
BGU VII 1600 Phil. 81/2 1 tax receipt y y?
P. Oxy. X 1282 Oxy. 83 4 contract (repayment loan) 2 2
P. Mich. XV 691  Sokn. Nes. 83/4 1 receipt for work y
O. Wilck. 1240 Theb. 85 1 tax receipt
P. Oxy. 11 258 Oxy. 86/72 1 membership ephebeia y y
P. Oxy. Hels. 31 Oxy. 86 2 contract (mortgage) ? y?
C. Pap. Gr. 124 Oxy. 87 3 contract y? y?
C. Pap. Gr.1I/1 16 Backhias 87 1 declaration of decease y y?
P. Coll. YoutieI22 Oxy. 87/8 1 request for loan y y
SB XVI 12860 Phil. 87/8 1 tax receipt y
O. Bodl. 11 429 Theb. 88 1 tax receipt
O. Bodl. 11 1181 Theb. 88 1 tax receipt (no father)
P. Koln 111 137 Oxy. 88 1 order for delivery of seed
P. Fouad 48 Oxy. 89 2 contract y y
SB XVI 12600 Sokn. Nes. 89 1 tax receipt y
O. Wilck. 474 Theb. 89 1 tax receipt y
P. Oxy. 11 274 Oxy. 89 97 3 registration of property 2 2
P. Oxy. 11 247 Oxy. 90 1 registration of property  y y
P. Hamb. 1 60 Herm 90 4 census declaration y y
P Oxy. 172 Oxy. 90 1 registration of property  y y
PSI VIII 942 Oxy. 90 2 registration of property 1 1
SBVI 9163 Arsin. 90/1 2 membership ephebeia y y
SBXIV 11847 Oxy. 91 1 contract (loan) ? ?
SB VI 9569 ? 91 1 contract (sale wine) (no
father)
P. Mich. 111 176 Backhias 91 1 census declaration y y
SBV 8025 Fay.? 91/2 1 certificate of tax exemp  y y
tion
P. Michael 9 Oxy. €92 1 contract (loan) y? y
P. Oxy. XVIII 2185 Oxy. 92 1 order for delivery of seed y y
P. Oxy. XLVII 3333 Oxy. 92 24 request for salary (desert most
guards)
SBXVIII 13362 Tebt. 92/3 1 tax receipt y
PSIX 897 Oxy. 93 1 contract (cession catoecic
land)
PSIX 1109 Oxy. 93/4 2 declaration to strategus  y 1
on tax
SBXVI 12861 Phil. 93/4 1 tax receipt y

(continued)
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Table 7.3. (contd.)
Document Prov. Date AD Ex. Context Pgf Mgf
P. Lond. 11 259 Phil. 94 81 census register y vy
P. Lond. 11 258 Fay. 94 191 census register y ¥y
P. Lond. 11 257 Phil. 94 225 census register y |y
P. Oxy. 11 270 Oxy. 94 4 contract (indemnification 3 'y
of surety)
P. Oxy.173 Oxy. 94 2 registration of property 1
O. Bodl. 11 879 Theb. 94 5 1 tax receipt (no father?)
P. Oxy. 11 257 Oxy. 94/5 3 membership ephebeia 1 2
O. Wilck. 42 Eleph. 94/5 1 tax receipt 22
110 12
HGV
CPRXV 25 Phil. 94/5 21  census list y vy
SB XVI 12296 Arsin. 95 2 tax receipt y vy
P. Mil. Congr. XIV  Arsin. 96/8 2 official declaration y |y
p- 22
P. Oxy. 11 266 Oxy. 96 3 contract (divorce) y
P. Oxy. 1104 Oxy. 96 2 contract (will) (1 no y
father)
P. Oxy. IV 713 Oxy. 97 2 claim of ownership y |y
SBXIV 11846 Oxy. 97 1 contract (marriage) y vy
P. Mert. 113 Oxy. 98 102 1 oath concerning inherit
ance
O. Wilck. 489 Theb. 98 1 tax receipt ?
P. Brem. 69 Herm. 98 3 contract (loan)
P. Genova Il 62 Oxy. 98 1 contract (loan) y vy
P. Oxy. 11 241 Oxy. 98 1 registration of contract y ¥
(mortgage)
SB XVIII 13363 Tebt. 98/9 1 tax receipt y
P. Brem. 68 Herm. 99 4  contract (loan)
P. Oxy. 111 481 Oxy. 99 1 registration of property
P. Oxy. LVII 3908  Oxy. 99 2 order for delivery of seed
9
P. Princ. 11 32 Oxy. 99 2 contract (loan) y 1
P. Tebt. 11 316 Tebt. 99 3 declaration of ephebi
(Alexandria)
SB XVI 12793 Arsin. 99 2 tax receipt y ¥y
SB XVIII 13637 Tebt. 99 3 tax receipt y
P. Harr. 1 74A Oxy. 99 2 registration of property y 1
SB XVIII 13364 Tebt. 99/100 1  tax receipt y
SB XVIII 13638 Tebt. 100 1 tax receipt y 2
P. Coll. Youtiel 33 Sokn. Nes. 100 1 tax receipt (no father?)
SB XVIII 13365 Tebt. 100/1 1 tax receipt y ¢
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(i) Three instances in one document with a marked Egyptian social
background.

(ii) 791 examples in 20 documents related to the Roman census.

(iii) 20 examples in 13 documents related to privileged classes
(gymnasion, ephebeia): applications for membership (epikrisis,
eiskrisis) and related affairs (e.g. corn dole).

(iv) 90 examples in 68 tax receipts and declarations to officials:
payment of capitation taxes (laographia, syntaximon, chomati-
kon); declaration of property (land, house, cattle).

(v) 83 examples in 28 private contracts and related texts: parties of
contracts, registration, requests, etc.

Not only do metronymics appear in a wider range of genres, but they
have also become more common in types of text where they had
already been attested earlier, such as tax receipts: compare the three
examples in tax receipts in the period 30 Bc—aD 50 with the 48
examples in the period Ap 50-100.

Another and perhaps more striking difference with the earlier
period is the further addition of two new onomastic elements to
the personal identification. The first is the paternal grandfather’s
name, of which an isolated example first appears in Ap 46, but
which becomes very common from its next attestation in Ap 61
onwards. Apart from an atypical example to be dated around ap
50, the oldest instance of the maternal grandfather’s name, the
second addition, is to be found in Ap 60,'2 but it almost immediately
becomes standard whenever the mother is mentioned.

Not only does Ap 60 seem rather late to explain these new evolu-
tions by assuming Egyptian influence, since Demotic had practically
died out in legal documents by then, but also neither of these pappo-
nymic elements is very common in the Egyptian tradition. In my
corpus of Demotic contracts I have found only 11 examples where the
paternal grandfather’s name is added to the identification of party A
and 2 examples for party B, or 2 per cent and 0.4 per cent of relevant
contracts respectively.!?> That of the maternal grandfather is never
mentioned at all. Even on funerary monuments, where the identifi-
cation tends to be more elaborate, grandfather’s names are not exactly

12 Chrest. Wilck. 145.
13 See Depauw, ‘Use of Mothers’ Names’
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frequent. In the 800 records of my database of the Late Period in
Graeco-Roman Akhmim material, 53 paternal and 18 maternal
grandfathers appear, or only 7 per cent and 2 per cent respectively.14

Since it has emerged that there are a number of objections to
explaining the addition of the mother’s name in the Roman period
by Egyptian influence, we must consider a third possible factor in the
form of Roman regulations. At first sight this seems an unlikely candi-
date since the metronymic was completely absent from everyday
Roman onomastics and its system of the tria nomina. Still, at least
from Augustus’ promulgation of the Lex Aelia Sentia (ap 4) and Lex
Papia Poppaea (AD 9) onwards, children had to be declared after their
birth, and in Latin documents related to these proceedings, such as
certified extracts from birth registers of Roman citizens or declarations
of birth found in Egypt, the name of the mother does invariably appear.
After all, mothers were important in Roman law, since to become a
Roman citizen both parents had to have civil rights.16 The question is
whether these procedures and rules were different from those in Ptol-
emaic Egypt, and if so, whether the changes in citizenship rights could
explain the addition of the mother’s name in the Roman period?

The laws of Alexandria and the other Greek cities in Egypt seem to
have been modelled after those prevailing in Athens, the most presti-
gious city-state. Since in 451/0 Bc Pericles had limited citizenship to
those freeborn with both an Athenian father and mother, it seems likely
that the situation was similar in the new capital of the Ptolemies.!”

14 For a presentation of this as yet unpublished Akhmim database, see M. Depauw,
‘The Late Funerary Material from Akhmim’, in A. Egberts, B. P. Muhs, and J. van der
Vliet (eds.), Perspectives on Panopolis: An Egyptian Town from Alexander the Great to
the Arab Conquest. Acts of an International Symposium held in Leiden on 16, 17, and 18
December 1998 (Leiden, 2002), 71 81.

15 An example of an extract from a birth register of Roman citizens in Alexandria
is the wax tablet Cairo 29812 (see P. Mich. III, pp. 154 5) from aD 62. The names of
tbe boy’s father, mother, and maternal grandfather are provided: see O. Guéraud,
‘A propos des certificats de naissance du Musée du Caire’, EtPap, 4 (1938), 14 32 at
17 31. An example of a declaration of birth for a girl is PSI XI 1183 (dated between
AD 45 and 54). Compare also F. Schulz, ‘Roman Registers of Births and Birth
Certificates’, JRS 32 (1942), 78 91 at 85 6; M. Corbier, ‘Child Exposure and Aban
donment), in S. Dixon (ed.), Childhood, Class, and Kin in the Roman World (London,
2001), 52 73 at 56 7.

16 See e.g. G. Schiemann, s.v. conubium, NP, Altertum Band III, 158 9.

17 See e.g. J. Bingen, ‘Le papyrus du gynéconome’, CdE 32 (1957), 337 9 (P. Hib. Il
196  SBVI9559).
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Nevertheless, Fraser has postulated the existence of a kind of second-rate
citizenship, probably also found in Cyrene, consisting of those born out
of mixed Greek/non-Greek marriages.'® Intriguing and ambiguous is
the evidence from Chrest. Wilck. 27, where citizens of Antinoopolis
discuss the exceptional privilege granted by the emperor Hadrian
whereby children begotten by citizens with Egyptians can obtain civil
rights.!® This is according to the document the only difference between
the laws of Naukratis and those of the newly founded city.

For Greek cities in Egypt the rules for citizenship may thus in some
cases very well have been less strict than those for Roman civil rights,
and in the chora matters almost certainly were even more flexible.
Shortage of Greek women probably did play an important role here,
as well as an eagerness of the Egyptian upper classes to ally them-
selves through mixed marriages with the new rulers. It seems likely
that Greek status with its fiscal privileges was conveyed to the off-
spring of a Greek and an Egyptian woman,2 and that in the later
Ptolemaic period many of the ‘Greeks’ outside the Greek cities were
hellenized Egyptians—or Egyptianized Greeks.

Above all, however, the Roman administrative regulations regard-
ing birth seem to have been novel in many respects. Children had to
be declared, a procedure apparently unknown under the Ptolemies.
And perhaps to facilitate investigation of any claims to citizenship,
their mother’s name had to be provided, which according to the little
evidence available even seems to have been unusual in Demotic
references to birthdays and parentage.2!

18 P, M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, 3 vols. (Oxford, 1972), i. 48 9.

19 For a recent discussion of this privilege, probably inspired by Latin civil rights,
see the literature cited in J. Bingen, ‘Uinscription éphébique de Léontopolis (220 p.
C.), CAE76 (2001), 209 29 at 221 n. 28. This article suggests the existence of a similar
privilege for Leontopolis in the early third century ap; see ibid. 215 and 220 5.

20 In the Greek world ‘the political status of the mother had no influence’: Ph.
V. Pistorius, ‘Indices Antinoopolitani’ (diss. Leiden, 1939), 125, cit. H. Braunert,
‘Griechische und romische Komponenten im Stadtrecht von Antinoopolis, JJP 14
(1962), 73 88 at 78 n. 23. For the privileges see Clarysse Thompson ii. 138 47.

21 There are no exact Ptolemaic parallels for birth declarations or certificates,
either in Greek or Demotic, but even in the few unofficial lists referring to births
that are preserved, the name of the mother is notoriously absent; so P. Tor. Amen. 3,
where the father’s name appears in all five cases, but not the mother’s. Cf. also
P. Berlin 3113a (published in P. Tor. Amen., p. 42).
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4. CONCLUSIONS

It thus seems likely that Roman directives played an important role in
the appearance of the mother’s name in census declarations and lists.
The mother’s identity was now considered to be important enough
for reference to be made to her explicitly in all documents related to
the counting of Egypt’s population. But the census only took place
every 14 years, and even if people may have carried birth certificates
with them as proof of their status, we must wonder whether these
new rules were on their own sufficient to bring about the onomastic
changes investigated here. What remains unexplained is the occa-
sional absence of the mother’s name for women especially, as well as
the addition of the paternal and maternal grandfather’s name in the
second half of the first century Ap.

When the Romans took over Egypt, however, they did not only
change the rules of registration for census purposes. They also intro-
duced new regulations to determine who belonged to one of the
fiscally privileged groups such as the unrpomoldirar and of dmo
yvuvaciov. Initially the gymnasial status was probably accorded to
all those with a father of the gymnasial class and a freeborn mother,
while all Greek and Hellenized residents of the metropoleis received
metropolite status. While the gymnasial indifference to the mother’s
status was obviously against Roman principles, the migration to-
wards urban settlements and the increasing number of fiscally
favoured metropolites also discomfited the new rulers. They there-
fore, in the third quarter of the first century ap, tightened the rules
for admission into the privileged classes: unrpomolira: had to prove
that they descended from the original inhabitants accorded that
status in AD 4/5, while for o d76 yvuvaciov an amendment was
implemented, stipulating that the status could only be inherited if
both father and mother belonged to that class.22 The third quarter of
the first century AD is precisely the period when the paternal and
maternal grandfathers’ names suddenly appear, and it therefore

22 P, van Minnen, ‘A¢{ dmo yvuvaciov: “Greek” Women and the Greek “Elite” in the
Metropoleis of Roman Egypt’, in H. Melaerts and L. Mooren (eds.), Le Role et le statut
de la femme en Egypte hellénistique, romaine et byzantine: actes du colloque inter
national, Bruxelles Leuven 27 29 novembre 1997 (Leuven, 2002), 337 53 at 339 46.
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seems likely that this change was brought about by the Roman
tightening of the rules for privileged classes.

Fiscal privileges may also explain why the mother’s name was more
often omitted for women than for men, since only the latter were
liable to pay the poll tax. Still, they cannot be the only explanation,
since most of the early census declarations come from the fiscally
unprivileged, but have mothers’ names nonetheless. Let me try to
visualize how exactly in my opinion the onomastic changes in early
Roman Egypt came about. (See Table 7.4.)

After their conquest of Egypt, the Romans reorganized the fiscal
system and as one of their innovations introduced a poll tax on all
adult males. Some privileged categories, such as Roman or Greek
citizens, were exempt, while others, such as members of the gymna-
sial or metropolite classes, paid at a lower rate. This fiscal reform
entailed administrative changes such as the introduction of birth
declarations and of regular population censuses, once every 14
years. For those claiming fiscal exceptions or privileges, the addition
of the mother’s name may well have been mandatory to determine
whether they qualified.

In any case the fiscal and social changes resulted in an increased
attention for one’s pedigree, since at least from the third quarter of
the first century Ap the mother’s lineage also had become important
for the upper layers of ‘Greek’ society. Those who claimed to belong
to it therefore were more likely to add their mother’s name and
further genealogy, since, although unconventional, this information
had a very practical use.

As the quotation-marks above already indicate, however, by the
early Roman period the Greeks outside the few Greek cities in Egypt
had actually become quite Egyptian through intermarriage with local
women. It therefore cannot be excluded that for some of them, just as
for the unprivileged taxpayers for whom it had no practical use at all,
the addition of the mother’s name was unproblematic since perfectly
in line with the Egyptian tradition.2?

In my view the social changes brought about by the Romans’ fiscal
reform, so masterfully described by Peter van Minnen, fell on fertile
Egyptian soil. Whereas the ‘liberal’ Ptolemies had allowed intermar-

23 Tbid. 348 51.
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Table 7.4. Principles for use of mothers’ names

Roman principle
add mother’s names for birth declaration and census
essential for social status and privileges

&~ T

‘Greeks’ Egyptians
unconventional conventional
practical use (privileges) no practical use

N/

MOTHER’S NAME
ADDED

riage and the resulting socio-ethnic mobility, the conservative
Romans preferred the compartmentalization brought about by intra-
marriage. In the former, mothers’ names and other genealogical
elements are unnecessary; in the latter, they are an almost natural
consequence. (See Table 7.5.)

There are several social and sociolinguistic parallels for this evo-
lution in other societies. Thus in patriarchal early Vedic society little
or no attention is paid to the genealogy on the mother’s side, but in
the late Vedic period metronymics are increasingly used. This phe-
nomenon is explained by the desire of conservative or reactionary
Brahmans to stress their Brahmanic pedigree not only on the father’s
side, but also on the mother’s, in times when some members of their
caste increasingly took second and third wives without the proper
pedigree.2#

In the temple of Didyma, the inscriptions of prophets of Apollo
and hydrophoroi of Artemis, the two most important sacerdotal
offices, frequently mention the mother’s name and those of her
forebears. This for the Greek world exceptional custom may well be
related to the high prestige of the priestesses: both men and women

24 E. Eichler, G. Hilty, H. Loffler, H. Steger, and L. Zgusta (eds.), Namenforschung/
Name Studies/Les Noms propres: Ein internationales Handbuch zur Onomastik/An
International Handbook of Onomastics/Manuel international d’onomastique (Berlin,
1995 6), 652.
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Table 7.5. Contrasts between Ptolemaic and Roman societies

Ptolemaic Roman

‘liberal’ conservative

socio ethnic mobility compartmentalization
intermarriage intramarriage

no mothers’ names mothers’ names

included matrilineal onomastic references because they cherished
their genealogy on both sides.2s

A far more recent parallel can be found in Spanish onomastics,
where the addition of the mother’s name first appeared amongst the
nobility at the end of the fifteenth and the beginning of the sixteenth
century. It seems to be generally accepted that this onomastic change
was an indirect result of the so-called limpieza de sangre or ‘purity of
blood), a statute established in that period which banned converted
Jews, converted Muslims, and their descendants from a whole series
of civil, military, and ecclesiastical offices. Before new candidates for
these positions could be accepted, especially in the sixteenth and
early seventeenth century an elaborate investigation into the ‘Old
Christian’ background of both paternal and maternal ancestors had
to take place.26 Names played an important role in this process, so
much so that in the Ley del Registro Civil decreed in 1835, a com-
pulsory double family name, composed of that of the father and the
mother, was one of the only remnants of the by then obsolete
limpieza de sangre statutes. Here again an increased attention for
genealogy made mothers’ names relevant and worth mentioning.

In none of these cases, as in Roman Egypt, has the appearance of
the metronymic in my view anything to do with supposed archetyp-
ical matriarchal and matrilineal aspects of society.2” Nevertheless, the

25 For these inscriptions dating to the late Hellenistic and early Roman period see
I. Didyma 202 388.

26 Cf. e.g. L. P. Wright, “The Military Orders in Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century
Spanish Society: The Institutional Embodiment of a Historical Tradition) Past and
Present, 43 (1969), 34 70.

27 Probably because of Herodotos’ remark on their use by the Lycians (1. 173),
metronymics are often referred to when reconstructing a primeval gynaecocracy in
the ancient Mediterranean; cf. B. Wagner Hasel (ed.), Matriarchatstheorien der Alter
tumswissenschaft (Darmstadt, 1992), 397 s.v. Metronymikon/metronymic.
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attention to the maternal genealogical side may have had some social
consequences for women. Thus when in 451/0 Bc an Athenian
mother became required to obtain or keep Athenian citizenship,
this not only influenced the nobility’s strategy for marriage alliances,
but it also seems to have had some repercussions in the form of an
increased regard for Athenian women and their domestic world.28
Whether something similar holds true for Egyptian women remains
to be investigated.

28 R. Osborne, ‘Law, the Democratic Citizen, and the Representation of Women in
Classical Athens’, in id. (ed.), Studies in Greek and Roman Society (Cambridge, 2004),
38 60.
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Variation in Complementation to
Impersonal verba declarandi in Greek Papyri
from the Roman and Byzantine Periods

Patrick James

1. INTRODUCTION

Grammars and studies of Koine Greek! have shown that the imper-
sonal constructions with dyplodrar and ¢aiverar and the periphrases
involving d7Mlov and ¢avepdv replaced their personal equivalents
increasingly from the Hellenistic period onwards. The conclusion
of this trend is that only ¢aiverar érv and davepd Jm are used in
Modern Greek to introduce dependent statements.2 The impersonal
use of d7Aov did not survive, but the adverb dnlovér. has been
retained alongside a particle, dnAad”.?

In addition to the organizers and participants of the ‘Buried Linguistic Treasure’
conference, I should like to thank Professor Geoffrey Horrocks, Dr James Clackson,
and Pippa Steele, who commented on earlier versions of this essay.

1 See Jannaris, Grammar, § 2124, Mayser Grammatik, ii/1. 308, and F. Blass,
A. Debrunner, and R. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other
Early Christian Literature (Chicago, 1961), §§397 (4), 414 (3).

2 D. Holton, P. Mackridge, and I. Philippaki Warburton, Greek: A Comprehensive
Grammar of the Modern Language (London, 1997), 455; O. Eleftheriades, Modern
Greek: A Contemporary Grammar (Palo Alto, CA, 1985), 500 1.

3 Both the adverb and the particle are unusual in Standard Modern Greek or at
least give the impression of belonging to katharévousa. I owe this observation to
Panagiotis Filos.
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Hult’s study of fifth-century literary and Christian texts concluded
that the distribution of personal and impersonal constructions was a
reflection of a difference of register.* The personal construction was
retained in the more literary styles as a distinguishing feature. How-
ever, the impersonal constructions, as the unmarked of the two
options, predominated in those texts which were written in a more
colloquial style.

Within the shift towards impersonal constructions, the details of
the usage of dnlodrar and d79Aov in this period are of particular
interest because these are the constructions that were eliminated
subsequently. An examination of the evidence for their use would
clarify the details of their decline to the verge of extinction.

The documentary papyri are particularly useful in tracing the later
history of impersonal 85Aov and dnAodirar. They represent, to some
extent, the use of Greek in personal and administrative contexts that
do not share the same conservative or Atticistic tendencies of much
of the literature of this period. The documentary papyri provide a
corpus that is so large and so varied that a rarity of instances or even
an absence of these constructions may be taken, with caution, as a
reflection of a scarcity in Greek in this period—at least in the types of
documents represented by the papyri, such as private and official
letters, petitions, contracts, wills, and various types of records and
memoranda. The papyri thus provide a particular perspective on
Greek in the very period in which the decline of 67)ov and dnrodTac
was in effect.

I shall set out below the papyrological evidence in turn for two of
the impersonal verbs of declaration: dnAodrar and §9Adv écre. 1 will
explain the decline that resulted in their absence in Modern Greek.
I will build on Hult’s conclusion® by considering the use of these
impersonal verbs in the text types represented by the documentary

4 K. Hult, Syntactic Variation in Greek of the 5th Century ap (Goteborg, 1990),
191 2.

5 Hult does not discuss 85ov and dnAodra specifically. The impersonal construc
tion is only found in authors who wrote in less classical styles: Callinicus, Vita Hypatii
28. 46 (a comment on scripture; cf. LS] dnAovére s. v. IT on the impersonal construction
in scholia); Mark the Deacon, Vita Porphyrii 5, 67. Palladius, de gentibus Indiae et
Bragmanibus 2. 10, may be added from outside Hult’s corpus. The personal construc
tion is used by Eunapius (Vit. soph., p. 497 Boissonade), Athanasius (Ep. ad Afros
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papyri and by investigating the possibility of a further distinction of
register between finite clauses (introduced by ¢ or by §7¢) and of the
accusative and infinitive construction with these impersonal verbs.

2. IMPERSONAL énlodrac

The impersonal construction of dylodrar with a complement struc-
ture has left very few traces in the surviving documentary papyri.
Although formulae such as dc é€fc dnlodTar are attested up to the
fourth century Ap,¢ the impersonal construction with a complement
is attested only nine times in the DDBDP in the Roman and early
Byzantine periods. All of these instances occur in official correspond-
ence or in other administrative texts and are used exclusively with the
accusative and infinitive.” There are no examples from after the third
century.® The best preserved examples are nos. 1-4 below and the one
text which has an infinitive without a subject expressed is no. 5.

1. BGUIV 1132 (= C. Pap. Jud. 11 142), 1. 30 3 (14 Bc, contract)
rata 8¢ Ty Tpitny

v yeyo(vviav) 7éu 15 (érer) Kaicapo(c) A0vp dnlodrar rac mpoTépac

episcopos 3, PG. 26. 1033 ), and Theodoret (Hist. Eccl. 2. 24. 6, p. 153 Parmentier
Hansen; Hist. Relig., vita 2. 14), all of whom wrote in a more classical style.

6 BGUI 21. r,, col. i, L. 21 (aD 340, village taxation); P. Oxy. IX 1190, 1. 9 10
(AD 347, letter of a strategus); P. Lips. 1 62, col. ii, 1. 11 (aD 384/5, acknowledgement of
recruits); Cf. P. Tebt. 11296, 1. 7 8 (AD 123, purchase of a priestly office); P. Thmouis
I, col. Ixxvii, i. 1.7. 4 (aD 190/1, tax register); SB XIV 11477, col. ii, 1. 20 1 (aD 202,
covering letter); cf. P. Oxy. VII 1032, 1. 34 (aD 162, petition).

7 SB VI 9228, 1l. 19 22 (after Ap 160, excerpt from an epikrisis list) appears to
involve an accusative participle: criAnc yalwic dvl[réypadov, 8. Hc dnlodTar] |
(’TPO.’TS_U(G/,‘MEVOV O.lj’T(sV KU.I: E’V’TEL’}L(UC &W[O)\EAU’.LGIVDV 0,.776 ’TﬁC] | ﬂp(} € K(],AO.VS(I)V
Tavovapiwv Tatw TovA[iw kai Tirew Touvvip Ceovipowc] | Smdrowc, [Copy] of a bronze
stele, [by which it is declared] that he served and has been honourably discharged
from 28 December in the consulship of Gaius Jul[ius and Titus Junius Severus].
However, since the main verb is in a supplement, another verb of declaration may
have introduced this complementary participle.

8 The 3rd c. Ap example is found in another piece of official correspondence:
P. Oslo 111 82, col. i, 1. 10 12. However, the sections of the papyrus that would have
contained the introduction of the formula and the complement are lacunose.
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‘covywpii(ceic)” dvadépecha kal mpocdedaveichar Tov Oeddwpo(v) mapa

700 Appw(viov) Sia mic avmijc Maplovo(c) kai Ocoyévo(vc) Tpamélnc.

And by the third agreement, made in the sixteenth year of Caesar (Augustus)
in the month of Hathyr, it is shown that the previous agreements stand and
that Theodoros has borrowed in addition from Ammo(nios) through the
same bank of Marion and Theogenes.

2. Chrest. Wilck177, col. i, 1. 13 17 (AD 149, administrative):
ral malpléfevro avri[ylplaldla ralr’ o[llxiav dmoyplalpld]v Tod s
(érovc)
Oecot Adpiavod émeceppéva éx Tic émt Témawv BufAobhrnc,
8¢ fic dnlodrar dmoyeypddlar Tovc yoveic adrdv W dvrac lepatikod
yévouc kal Spolwc dvriypada war olxlav dmoypapav Tod 0 (érouc)
Avrwvivov Kaicapoc 100 kvplov, 8 dv dplodrar dmoyeypddbar Tovc

yoveic TWV ...

And the copies of the census lists of the sixteenth year of the deified Hadrian
were inspected and cited from the district record office, through which it is
made clear that their parents are registered as being from a priestly family;
likewise, the copies of the census lists of the ninth year of the Lord Antoni
nus Caesar, through which it is made clear that the parents of the...are
registered ...

3. P Princ. 11 126, 1. 4 8 (aD 150, official letter):
& Toic dvamepmbeict Omo Tod Tod v[owod] éyloyt
cT0? €lc é¢éracw eldecw Tiic Siotkticewc [. .. .]mA,
kai dnlodrar éwvijclal ce mapa H[pwvilvov [100 k(al)]
Anuloc]0évovc Ni[ko]undewc dd’ [dv mape] ywpr

07 (apovpaw) s elc dum[éX]ov purelav [.. ... Jotkw

In the reports of the taxes of the administration sent up by the auditor of the
nome for review...it is also made clear that you have bought from Her
oninus (also called Demosthenes) son of Nikomedes for the planting of a
vineyard from the six arouras transferred. ..

4. P Oxy. VII 1032, 11. 17 19 (AD 162, petition to an epistrategus):
viv éyvaper énl Te TovTov kal érépov [7]x0ar eldoc 8¢ [o]S SnA[od
TaL Tovc éudepouévovc kTiTopac évypddwc mapavyelév

- . vosa g P /
Tac ‘uy’ maparefeiclar Tovc 6€ Témovc elvar év purela.

We have now discovered that in the time of this komogrammateus and that
of another a report was made through which it is declared that the owners
involved, although warned in writing to do so, had not made a declaration
and that the land was planted.
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5. BGUII 432, col. ij, fr. 1, 1l. 8 10 (AD 190, letter to a strategus):®
TovC cLToddyouc, map ofc dnlodTar
évdedenrévar éml Tic yevouévmc éy
[nerpi]cewc elc [Ty katd]Baciv cov
As for the sitologoi with whom it is shown that there was a deficiency at the
time when the measurement was made, until (?) your descent (?)...

The papyrological evidence shows that the impersonal construction
was limited to a particular function. All the texts quoted in nos. 1-4
and the examples from the damaged parallel texts!® use dnlodrar to
refer to the content of another document. The official letter in no. 5 is
exceptional but likewise originated in a similar context of a report
submitted by the sitologoi.

Some conclusions may now be drawn from these few surviving
examples. First, the impersonal construction seems to have been a
feature of the language of business and administration exclusively.
Since this construction is only found in texts written for such pur-
poses, we have no evidence about whether it was also a feature of
more popular registers. However, its absence from the large and
varied corpus of personal letters, which represent more popular
registers, suggests that it was only a feature of offical and adminis-
trative language. Second, the need for administrative documents to
cite other records was the occasion for its use and preservation. The
association of dnAodrar with this function provides further evidence
that the absence of 8nlodra: from personal letters is significant rather
than accidental. Third, since all these official examples employ the
accusative and infinitive, it is possible that finite clauses were thought
to be inappropriate in more official registers. Fourth, there is no
evidence for the survival of dnAodrac after the third century.

These points are made on the basis of the handful of examples that
happen to have survived and on the absence of evidence to the

9 The text of this document has been restored following a second copy preserved
in BGU XV 2467, 11. 16 18.

10 PSITII 232, 1. 5 (il AD) mentions a dmopvnuaricude. SB VI 9228, 1. 19 (after A
160), quoted in part in. 7 above, refers to a bronze éxcdpdyicua of a bronze stele. BGU
IV 1132, L. 5 mentions four cuyywprjcetc, documents, specifically ‘agreements (sub
mitted in court)’ (see LSJ s.v. 2 and WBs.v.). Inll. 30 3, the passage quoted in my (1)
above, the first two of these previous agreements are mentioned.
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contrary. However, the evidence for the use of the alternative imper-
sonal construction, 69)Aév écre, gives some further support.

3. IMPERSONAL é&%Aov

The corpus represented in the DDBDP contains only sixteen in-
stances,!! from this period, of d7Aov and its compounds either with
a finite clause or with an accusative and infinitive.12 These instances
may be divided into three groups: personal letters, early official
documents, and sixth-century contracts (mainly sales). The first
two of these groups are listed in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1. Impersonal expressions based on &5Aov

Source Date aAp  Expression Construction

Personal Letters

PSIXIV 1445,11. 6 7 iii Sndov éyévero oL

P. Ross. Georg. V 5,1. 2 iii Sndov oL

PSIXIII 1343, 11. 14 17 v mpENASGY écTi o7t

Business and Official Documents

P. Oxy. XVII 2111, 1. 8 (record of ¢135 SHASy cou éyévero &7 preposed
judicial proceedings)

SB X 10292, 1. 22 (indictment) ii ebdnlov yévnrau dri

P. Oxy. XIX 2228, col. ii, L. 33 (letter 283 etdnlov elvar acc. inf.
within the report of a strategus)

P. Oxy. XXXIII 2666, col. ii, 1. 8 11 308/9 S7%dov kalectdtos  acc. inf.
(official correspondence)

SB XII 10989, 1. 18a (advocate’s c.325 SHAGY écTu acc. inf.
memorandum)

P. Oxy. VIII 1101, 1. 12 (edict of a 367 70 S7ov é7u preposed
prefect)

P. Flor. 1 36, 1. 28 (petition to a iv Sndov oL

prefect)

11 Others are extant but either the section containing the complement is lost or
as in P. Michael. 52, 1. 37 (vi AD).

12 On the other hand, the adverb §novér: is attested 24 times in the DDBDP, but
there are 43 instances of dnpAad”.
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Some observations can be made at once about the choice of
complement with 89lov, the text types in which it was used, and
the formation of the construction:

(i) It is clear that this impersonal construction was predominantly
a feature of business and official documents.

(ii) The accusative and infinitive is not very well attested, but it
was used outside formulaic contexts into the fourth century; finite
clauses are found more frequently.

(iii) There was a distinction in the use of the finite and infinitival
constructions: the use of the accusative and infinitive is limited to
official documents; the three examples from personal letters all
involve §7. clauses.

(iv) The papyri show a considerable variety of periphrases involv-
ing several forms of the adjective and three auxiliary verbs, as shown
in Table 8.1, despite the very limited number of examples.

(v) Unlike dndodrar, the use of djlov was not confined to one
particular function.

(vi) There is a noticeable flexibility of word-order in the use of
finite clauses. In official documents the 67. clause was sometimes
placed before 87Aov,!? and in any case the conjunction did not need
to be adjacent to d7)ov.

The non-formulaic use of this construction before the fifth cen-
tury is apparent from these observations.

From here on I shall concentrate on the sixth-century contracts.
These are set out in two groups, nos. 6-8 and 9-11. In contracts 6—8
d7nAov introduces a comment on the validity of the transaction:

6. P Michael. 40, 1l. 58 67
Kal Tpoc mAvTa TA éyyeypapuéya
émepwtnb(eic) wpoAdynca. 8fAov S7i Tod mpoyeypauuévov unTphov
wov Tpitov pépovc krripnatoc” kowod SvToc TpPSc ce TOV TpPoeLpuévoy
Amol v

o\ s P s o /oy
viov Twcydiov Tov viv Nyopardra elc 70 dAo Tuicy pépoc EAGov

13 Preposed subordinate clauses were primarily a feature of official and literary
texts in the Roman period. For the stylistic characteristics of official and bureaucratic
texts see Skeat, P. Panop. Beatty, p. xxxix. All the instances of impersonal 7oy in
Plutarch, for example, have the 67. clause preposed. See D. Wyttenbach, Plutarchi
Chaeronensis Moralia, id est opera, exceptis vitiis, reliqua, operum tomus VIII: index
Graecitatis (Oxford, 1830).
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eic ce avTo dukalac dua mpdcewe Pofdupwvoc éuot adeddod

kata puntépa dia Tob marpoc avrod Mabiov Weumvovhiov Pipov,

Thc mpdcewc BeBalac olicnc kal kuplac Tavraxod mpopepouévnc

arolotlwc 11 Svvduer admic kal éml TodToC ThCW ... . ...

(second hand) 8fov St mémpard cot 76 éxTov pov uépoc dmd ThHc povic

ral ThHc olkiac

KU.L\ 8LK(1[OV (: 8LKCLL’UJV) 7TC’/.VT(A)V.
And when I was formally questioned, I acknowledged all that is written
herein. It is clear that my aforementioned [half share of]!* my mother’s
third share of the jointly held share [is sold] to you, the aforementioned
Apollos, son of Joseph, the present purchaser, in addition to the other half
share, which has accrued to you by a legal sale executed by Phoebammon,
my brother on my mother’s side, through the agency of his father Mathias,
son of Psempnouthios, son of Psyros, the deed of the sale being valid and
warranted, wherever it is produced, according to its validity and on all these
conditions...
(second hand) it is clear that I have sold to you my sixth share of the lodge,
and of the house, and of all the rights related to it.

7. P Cair. Masp. 167121, 11. 19 22
7; 7T€PL//\UCLC KUL)I:/CL é’(T[aL]
kai [Befaial. kal émep(wrnleic) dpod(dynca) 71 mep(iAicer). 8fHAov STt
kvplwy SvTwy
ral [Befallwy [T]dv mpdiny yeyevnuévwy mapla] po(d) éyypdpo(v)
owal[daypd]rwv, <kxal> Tic yeyev[nluévmc wor malpa co(D)]
éyyplddlov map....
The cancellation will be valid and [warranted]. And when I was formally
questioned, I agreed to the cancellation. It is clear that since the [agree
ments] present above from my registration are valid and warranted, and
since the present...from your registration...

8. P Herm.32,1.30 4
kal mpoc mav[Ta Ta éyyeypauuéval
[éme]lpwTibfévtec  1adf olTwc éExew Odcew moiely  PlvAdTTew
wpoloyrcaper.]
[87]dov S7¢ BéBarov Sé dvT[a] ThHc dAnc mpdcer (2) ic [ + 17 lett.]15
[ma]pa cod, kvplav obcav kai BeBalav mpoc Ty §vaud[v £+ 13 lett.]

[md]Aw wpoAdynca.

14 Crawford, P. Michael., p. 77, suggested that words were omitted either in 1.
59 60 orinl. 61.
15 These estimates are my own on the basis of an average of 55 letters per line.
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And to all that is [written within], when we were formally questioned, we
agreed so to have, give, do, and [keep] these terms. And it is clear that...
being guaranteed ... the other sale (?) ... from you, being valid and guaran
teed in accordance with...I have again agreed.

However, the contracts in nos. 9, 10, and 11 do not share any such
similarity in the content of the statement introduced by 4Aov:

9. P Lond V 1734,1l. 14 20
dwa 76 éuol oUTw dedd[xbai]
kvplwe éxovcy memparévar cot TO mpoyeypauuévov copmdcior  Kal
amecxnkévar wapd cod
v T0UTOU TLAY v Ypucod voulcuacw Tpewct k(al) TavTny ékféchar co
TNV Tphcw
mpoc dcpddetav kvplav wal Pefalav wed dmoypadic Tob Vmep éuod
vmoypdpovToc Kal TV
éénc paprvpotvrwv k(al) émepwrnleica kard mpdcwmov wWuoldynca.
87Hdov &¢
67 Kkal T6 alpolv pot uépoc dmo TRV Kowwviwaiwy TémTwy o fepedelwy
dxpt Tob dépoc kal obTwc émepwrnbeica wpoldynca.
Because it has been decided by me, being in control, to sell to you the
aforementioned living room, and I have received in full from you the price
for this in gold, three solidi, and I have drawn up for you as your security this
deed of sale, which is valid and warranted with the signature of the one
signing on my behalf and of the witnesses below. And when I was formally
questioned in person I made my acknowledgement.
It is clear that (sc. this includes) also the share belonging to me of the shared
spaces from the foundations to the sky. And, when I was formally questioned
in this way, I made my acknowledgement.16

10. P. Cair. Masp. 1 67097.r., 1. 72 7
kal ép’ dmalct] Toic év avTy mpoye[yplappuévoic dpodoyuact
émepevrnleic (sic) mapwv w.apd map[dlvrawv pwapt[d]pwy, wpoAdynca
1ab8 oV Twcéyew dirgew morely puddrrew elc mépac &lylew{duordyncal.
etdnlov 8¢ Jrv TV Snuociwv Tob adTol KTHpATOC TAVTOC TOD
mapwymkéToc
Tpémov (L xpdvov) uélxple mic laplodonc méumrnc ivd(ucriovoc) ral

adriic, & e gire kal [...]

16 The text and translation given here are based on Porten’s interpretation and
version of this document as D 25 in B. Porten, The Elephantine Papyri in English:
Three Millennia of Cross Cultural Continuity and Change (Leiden, 1996).
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In addition to all the agreements written previously in it, when I was
formally questioned, I made my acknowledgement in the presence of wit
nesses. I agreed so to have, give, do, and keep these terms, and to observe
them to the end. It is clear that the public taxes on the same property for
all the time past until the present fifth indiction inclusive, both in grain
andin...

11. P. Miinch. 11, 1. 49 55
émerta ¢ émyvwcdueba Adyw émiye
, \ , s, ;o -
pricewc kal [mapaBdcewc] xplvcod Sywiai] 8bo yi(vovrar) xp(vcod)
Syr(lat) B pera kal 700 unlév icxbew kard TV
, P ;g s N gy ,

covTeTaypévwy Tavm TH dtadicet, frmep elc cny dep(dAeiav) memorjueta
kvplav kai Befaiav kal évwopov
[uel@ [dm]oypadi<c> Tod vmép Nudv vmoypdpovroc kal T&V €éEfic
popTupotvTwy Kal émepwTndévTec
wpoloync(auev)R 8oy 8¢ 7 édefdpeba mapd cod vouicpdriov év
Ly Quijvme, Smep 8édwnéy
cot 6 pvnuovevleic fuwv matiyp Aioc vmép cTpaTevcinov Tod viod cod Kal
000€va Adyov éxoper mpoc ce

o v e , Ny "
mepl ToUTOV O1d TO W mpoelmauey elAndévar mapd cob kal olT[w]c
wpoloync(apev) R

Next, we shall recognize (that we must provide), because of the attempt and
of the [violation], go[ld], two [unciae], that is gold, 2 unciae. Also, nothing
shall prevail against the arrangements for this settlement, which for your
security we have made valid, warranted, and lawful [wit]h the [sig]nature of
the one signing on our behalf and of the witnesses below. And when we were
formally questioned, we made our acknowledgement. It is clear that we have
received from you one solidus in the weight of Syene, which our aforemen
tioned father Dios has given to you for the military fee of you, his son, and
that we have no case against you concerning this matter because, as we said
above, we have received it from you and we have so acknowledged.!”

These seven instances of 87 ov 67 show several formal similarities. The
construction occurs in the context of the formula émepwrnfeic
wpoldynca and in two cases, nos. 8 and 10 above, it is used immedi-
ately after one particular variation of this formula: émepwrnfévrec

7000 olTwc éxew Sdicew mowelv pudrTewd Wuoloyrcaper Nos. 9

17 T have followed Porten’s interpretation and drawn on his version of D 29 in
Elephantine Papyri.
18 P Cair. Masp. 1 67097, my (10) above, adds another infinitive, dyew, here.
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and 11 share forms of the resumptive xal odrwc wpoAdynoa. In every
instance, this impersonal construction is sentence initial. The conjunction
and 87)ov are adjacent or are separated only by the particle §¢.

However, these texts also show little agreement about how this
impersonal construction should be employed or about the content of
its dependent statement. This suggests that 4lov 67« could be used
flexibly and that it was not merely a conventional or formulaic
element of such contracts. Instead, several details indicate that
dndov 67 was still a feature of the living language. First, there are
only seven instances from hundreds of Byzantine contracts with the
formula émepwrnleic HduoAdynca. Second, although nos. 6-8 use this
construction to convey a similar point—namely, the validity of the
transaction—each text makes that point in a different way. Third,
since no. 6 shows 87lov 67 used repeatedly, it was probably not just
an optional feature of a particular part of contracts that happens to
be poorly attested. All these variations suggest that the impersonal
construction dnAov d7¢ was still an element of the living language in
the sixth century. Its appearance in additional or parenthetic com-
ments!® in documents that are otherwise highly structured and
formulaic supports this conclusion. It was not used simply as part
of a learned collection of formulae.

The form of the periphrasis itself should now be considered. It is
noteworthy that none of these texts employs an auxiliary verb, in
contrast to the papyri from the first five centuries Ap. Although
etdnlov is still found in no. 10, 85dov is obviously the preferred
form. The particle §¢ could intervene between d4lov and §7.. The
delay of the particle in no. 8 suggests uncertainty about the need for
its inclusion. Therefore, some overlap with the adverbial univerbated
form, dnovére (which is retained in modern Greek), would seem
very likely in these texts. The absence both of an auxiliary verb in
every case and, occasionally, of the particle 8¢ indicates as much.
Indeed, Heisenberg and Wenger understood 87Aov 8¢ 67 in no. 11 as
adverbial, with the meaning ‘evidently’ or ‘of course’.2°

19 Cf. Bell, P. Lond. V, p. 196, who referred to l. 18 of my no. 9 as an ‘afterthought.
See also the additions introduced after the staurogram, which was used to mark the
end of a document, by 87)ov in 1. 53 of no. 11 above and by §5Aad+ in L. 19 of no. 14
below.

20 P Miinch. 1, p. 24.
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There had, of course, always been potential for confusion between
the impersonal construction 8jlov 67t (with écrw suppressed) and
the adverb or particle 85Aov 67¢ (either written as one word or as
two). The two passages from Epictetus cited below illustrate this
potential for overlap.

12. Epictetus 1.1.5
7{ ydp éctw dAo 76 Myov ST xpuciov kaldv éctw; adTo yap od Aéyer.
8hAov 671 1) xpycTiky Slvauic Taic pavraciaic.
For what else is it that tells us that gold is beautiful? For the gold itself does
not tell us. It is clear that (it is) the ability that uses external impressions
(that tells us). (Or ‘Clearly, the ability...".)
13. Epictetus 1.17.1 2
émedn) Adyoc éctiv 6 Swapbpiv kal éepyalduevoc 7a Aowmd, €der & adTov
w1 ddidpbpwrov efvat, v6 Tivoc StapbBpwbi; Sidov yap S 7 O adTod 1)
v dAou 7 Tou Adyoc éctiv éxeivoc 1) Ao Tu kpeiccov écTal ToD Adyou,
omep advvarov.
Since it is reason that analyses and perfects all else and since reason itself
should not remain unanalysed, by what should it be analysed? It is clear that
(it should be analysed) either by itself or by something different. That will be
either reason or something greater than reason that is impossible. (Or
‘Clearly, either by itself...")

There is no auxiliary verb and no finite verb after 7 in either of these
passages. In both, either 87Aov 67« must be a particle or adverb, or the
missing verb must be supplied from the preceding sentence. The
elliptical nature of the dialogue form, or, more accurately here, of
the rhetorical questions, makes the second of these options a plausible
interpretation. In the second passage, the intervening ydp in §jov
yap 67 excludes the possibility of formal univerbation and yet §4ov
67 can easily be interpreted as a particle or sentence adverb.
Although such potential for confusion had always existed, these
Byzantine papyri show that by that period the impersonal construction
with 8%Aov had been replaced by the adverb or particle 4 ov 57¢ to a
great extent. The lack of flexibility of word-order, the absence of the
accusative and infinitive, the absence of any auxiliary verb, and the rarity
of compound forms of 7oy, confirm this and give a striking contrast
with the usage evident in the Roman period. The examples with
the particle 6¢ could be understood as impersonal constructions, but
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obviously do not have to be, on the basis of the second passage from
Epictetus and following Heisenberg and Wenger.

Before the impersonal construction can be said to have been
replaced, questions about pronunciation and word division (in the
cases without the particle §¢) remain to be addressed. The difference
in speech between §1lov é7v and dnAovére would have been reduced
as a result of psilosis, which was certainly widespread by the sixth
century.2! The accentual difference between the two forms would
have distinguished them in speech, but a shift to a single accent as
part of univerbation is very plausible. Since the documentary papyri
very rarely have written accentual markings?? and do not have word
division, every written occurrence could represent either éyAovdr. or
dndov 67i. Indeed, the difference in word division in classical texts is
largely one of editorial choice.??

Further, although they are rare, there are examples (nos. 14-15) of
the adverb 69Xad+ used in similar contexts, to add an afterthought or
postscript to the émepwrnfeic dpoAdynca formula. Since the addition
in no. 15 was written by a second hand, its supplementary nature is
more obvious. These examples indicate that at least the instances of
dndov 87 without 6¢ could be understood to perform much the same
function as the adverb, §nAad).

14. P. Cair. Masp. 167107, 11. 18 19
7; (iVTL/.L[CO(u)(LC)
[kupla k(ai) BeBaln k(ai) émep(wrnbeic) d]uoddyncaR dnradn w(al)
mapééeic pot
The contract of lease is [valid and warranted. And when I was formally
questioned,] I made my acknowledgement. Clearly, you will also provide for
me...

21 For examples of psilosis and hypercorrect aspiration from the Ist c. AD onwards,
see Gignac, Grammar, i. 134 8. E. H. Sturtevant, The Pronunciation of Greek and
Latin, 2nd edn. (Philadelphia, 1940; repr. Groningen, 1968), 72 3, argued on the
basis of breathings in the papyri and errors of aspiration in loanwords in Georgian,
Hebrew, and Armenian that aspiration declined steadily from the 2nd c. aAp and had
been lost in ordinary speech by the 4th or 5th c.

22 For an example of the occasional use of accents see R. Cribiore, Gymnastics of
the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (Princeton, 2001), 217 18.

23 See e.g. Xenophon, Anabasis 1. 3. 9, Cyropaedia 2. 4. 24, which have §jov 67 (as
two words and accented accordingly) as an adverb, while §nlovér. is printed by the same
editor in Xenophon, Cyropaedia 5. 4. 6. These references are given in LSJ s.vv.
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15. P. Vat. Aphrod. 17, fr. A, 1l. 23 6 (a mid sixth century will)

N Swbijkn kvplo éctar kai BeBalo diwccy (sic) ylpad(eica) wed

vmoypadiic]

700 mép éuij[c] vmoypdplovroc] kal émepwher(eica) (sic) [TovToiwc mact

wpoAdymca.]

(second hand)

dnAady dmoxpwopévouc Quo. [.] ... [.] .. eu[?]

xeLpoypaddvtwy(= otvrwr)? éyyeypaunévawveic adtov PoBduuw|val]
The will shall be valid and warranted, [written twice with the signature] of
the one signing on my behalf and when I was formally questioned, [I agreed
to all these terms.]
(second hand) it is clear that answering (?)...while those giving a written
guarantee are registered (?) against Phoebammon...

Conversely, the use of §7: after dnAad in no. 16, a unique example in
the DDBDP, shows the overlap also at work in the opposite direction.
The adverb was used hypercorrectly, again by another hand to add an
afterthought.

16. P. Vat. Aphrod. 17, fr. A, 11. 42 3
(after the illiteracy formula; another hand) dnAady S7u el 8¢ chuBioc

o Y / /e 25
Té)ew 700 Blov xpncapévov vymiov GudY ... ... .

It is clear that if a spouse. .. our child having died...

It is very unlikely that the impersonal construction 67Aa 67 &7t
should be read here, because there is a scarcity of supporting evi-
dence. The collocation §%Aa 81 écre is not attested in the DDBDP.
The only secure parallel for the impersonal plural is a single Ptolem-
aic official letter (UPZ1I 199, L. 11). There is just one further example
of the impersonal construction with the plural 6/jAa from the Roman
and Byzantine periods: P. Oxy. VI 893. That papyrus is contemporary
with P. Vat. Aphrod. 17 and 87Aa occurs in its postscript, but the text
is particularly problematic: it shows a high frequency of omissions
and errors of concord, and &7Aa appears to introduce an accusative
and infinitive. So the use of the adverb dnAad+ with §7¢ is secure in P
Vat. Aphrod. 1 7 and also suggests that the merger of the impersonal

24 This interpretation is based on the discussion and examples in Gignac, Gram
mar, i. 209, ii. 363 5.

25 ] have restored 7éA and &v following P. Lond. V 1727, 1. 15, 29 (AD 584, will)
and following P. Miinch. 11, 1. 14 (AD 574, settlement of a legacy dispute).
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construction and the adverb was still in progress. There was still
sufficient confusion between d7%ov é7¢ and dnAovdr: for the combin-
ation of dnAad7 with é7 to be conceivable for a few writers at least.

These observations have several corollaries. If all seven occurrences
represent the adverb dnAovdre, a principal factor in the elimination of
the impersonal construction with 87dov has been identified. This
would have benefited the ¢avepdv construction. When, after the
first five centuries, an auxiliary verb was no longer used with the
impersonal construction, and as the particle 8¢ retreated, d7HAov
merged with dnlovéry, leaving davepdv and ¢aiverar as the surviving
impersonal constructions.

However, if these sixth-century contracts show that 85Aov was not yet
completely adverbial, but was still used as an impersonal verb to
introduce dependent statements with 67, the status of the accusative
and infinitive is revealed. Although the extant evidence is slight, it seems
likely that the accusative and infinitive was no longer an option with the
impersonal construction even for the scribes who wrote such contracts.
More specifically, since it has been argued that the dHAov 67t sentences
are not simply reflexes of a convention associated with this kind of
document, it is probable that the accusative and infinitive was no longer
an option when these writers had to depart from their models.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Although only a handful of examples of dnlodrac and dHAov are
extant in the Roman and Byzantine papyri, some conclusions can
be drawn from the clustered pattern of their attestation. Several
mutually reinforcing contrasts emerge. First, dnlodrac only occurs
in the earlier or Roman period, whereas 65Aov continued to be used
with 7 in the sixth century and is retained in modern Greek in its
adverbial use as dnlovdr.. Second, dnlodrar was subject to several
limitations. It is only found in administrative and business texts and
only with the accusative and infinitive. Its only function was intro-
ducing other documents. However, §5lov was used with finite clauses
more than with infinitives (as far as can be seen from the papyri).
There does not appear to have been any limitation on the form, the
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function, or the register of d7ndov in the earlier period. The peri-
phrasis is found in a few personal letters from the Roman period and
in postscripts in later contracts. Therefore, it would seem that
dndodrar was the weaker of the two alternatives and that it had lost
its ground to the periphrasis by the fourth century.

After the fifth century ap, §jAov itself became more restricted. It
was no longer used with the accusative and infinitive. Although it
was used with some flexibility and not in a strictly formulaic way, it is
only found in one particular kind of document, namely the contract.
The flexibility of word-order, the variety of compound forms of
d7hAov, and the range of auxiliary verbs, all of which are evident in
the Roman period, are not found in the Byzantine documents. In
some papyri, it no longer introduces a dependent statement and is
not distinguishable from the adverb dnAovdri. Other texts are debat-
able, but the use of the adverb §7Aad7 in the same place in contracts,
and even with 7., suggests that the reanalysis from an impersonal
verb to an adverb or particle was already well under way.

The association of the accusative and infinitive with administrative
documents should also be noted. The elimination of énplodrar, with
which only the accusative and infinitive was used, would also be a
contributing factor in weakening the position of this complement
structure with these impersonal constructions even in administrative
texts.
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Romanes eunt domus! Linguistic
Aspects of the Sub-Literary Latin
in Pompeian Wall Inscriptions*

Peter Kruschwitz

1. INTRODUCTION: SCOPE OF THIS STUDY

The eruption of Mount Vesuvius in Ap 79 caused sudden and painful
death, the destruction of some 10,000 people living in the Campa-
nian settlements of Pompeii, Herculaneum, Stabiae, and Oplontis.
Poisonous gases, stones dropping from the sky, and fire all of a
sudden withdrew the basis for human life and existence in this
area, causing panic, flight, and desperation. Yet those people’s grue-
some death has ironically afforded us a unique opportunity to learn
something about the civic life and the material culture of Roman
antiquity from an almost lifelike photographic image.!

And indeed the excavations of the Vesuvian cities brought to light
many fascinating things. Not least among them is a corpus of more

* During the ‘Buried Linguistic Treasure’ conference (Christ Church, Oxford,
2006) I received numerous very helpful suggestions on a version of this treatment,
for which I am grateful. I should especially like to thank Jim Adams and Hilla Halla
aho for their comments on earlier versions, and John Lee and Trevor Evans for
correcting the English. For all remaining inconsistencies and errors my resistance
to better advice is to blame.

! For a general introduction to the site, the volcanic activity, and the long story of
Pompeii’s rediscovery one might now recommend inter alia A. E. Cooley, Pompeii
(London, 2003).
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than 10,000 inscriptions spread all over the walls of these places.2
Most of them are available in the fourth volume of the Corpus
Inscriptionum Latinarum.> A minor portion, the so-called dipinti,
were skilfully painted on the walls; but the vast majority, the graffiti,
were simply scratched into their surface.* Most of the texts were of
course written in Latin, but there are also Greek and Oscan ones. The
value of these inscriptions (and I now concentrate on the Latin ones)
has long been recognized and appreciated.> Let me give a brief list of
the most important aspects:

(a) Unlike what happened to texts that underwent a manuscript
transmission, the shape and content of the texts preserved on
the walls of the Vesuvian cities has remained unchanged during
the last 1,900 years, deteriorating only in their physical condition.

(b) The texts provide a unique corpus for the study of Latin palae-

ography.

(c) The texts preserve numerous peculiarities in orthography, vo-
cabulary, syntactical structure, pragmatics, and content; and
further in their very typology, which cannot be found elsewhere
to the same extent.

2 It has, however, been pointed out that there are certain differences to be seen in
the ‘epigraphic habit’ of those cities (as far as writing on the wall is concerned); cf.
H. Solin, ‘Die herkulanensischen Wandinschriften: Ein soziologischer Versuch’, CErc
3 (1973), 97 103.

3 K. Zangemeister and R. Schoene (eds.), Inscriptiones parietariae Pompeianae
Herculanenses Stabianae ( CIL 1V; Berlin, 1871); K. Zangemeister (ed.), Tabulae
ceratae Pompeiis repertae ( CILIV, Suppl. I; Berlin, 1898); A. Mau (ed.), Inscriptiones
parietariae et vasorum fictilium (- CILIV, Suppl. IL; Berlin, 1909); M. Della Corte and
P. Ciprotti (eds.), Inscriptiones Pompeianae Herculanenses parietariae et vasorum
fictilium ( CIL 1V, Suppl. III; Berlin 1952 70).

4 It has sometimes been noted that the terminology is not entirely consistent with
the ‘modern’ one, which has painted (or rather sprayed) texts as graffiti too; see now
H. Solin in W. Kolbmann and H. Solin, Architekturwinde: Romische Wandmalerei aus
einer Stadtvilla bei Stazione Termini in Rom (Berlin, 2005), 85 7. For research on
modern graffiti see e.g. E. L. Abel and B. E. Buckley, The Handwriting on the Wall:
Toward a Sociology and Psychology of Graffiti (Westport, CT, 1977); B. Bosmans and
A. Thiel, Guide to Graffiti Research, with contributions by M. Balt and W. Lots
(Ghent, 1996).

5 See for an introduction e.g. P. Ciprotti, ‘Die Graffiti), Altertum, 13 (1967), 85 94;
or K. M. Coleman, ‘Graffiti for Beginners’, Classical Outlook, 76 (1999), 41 7; cf. also
M. G. Schmidt, Einfithrung in die lateinische Epigraphik (Darmstadt, 2004), 73 8.
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(d) There seem to be many traces of so-called everyday language,
vulgar Latin,® regional variation,” and traces of bilingualism.3
Some of those peculiarities seem to foreshadow the practice of
the Romance languages® (although the relationship will not have
been as direct as many people think).

This study will concentrate on two aspects: (i) a reappraisal of our
knowledge of ‘Common’ and/or ‘Vulgar Latin’ from the wall inscrip-
tions (focusing on methodological issues), and (ii) text types and
technical languages.

2. ‘COMMON’ AND/OR ‘VULGAR LATIN’

There are many people who would seem to believe that the
Greeks and Romans of antiquity were seriously lacking flesh and
blood. The ‘edle Einfalt und stille Grofle’ of ancient civilizations, as

6 ‘Everyday language’ and ‘vulgar Latin’ even though they will almost inevitably
share certain features, ought to be separated more carefully. Everyday language, in my
understanding, is spoken language, comprising various kinds of e.g. social registers,
for unspecific (i.e. non technical) everyday use; it does contain subliterary, but not
necessarily also substandard features (which may then depend on aspects of social
layers). Hardly more than faint traces of those usages might surface (e.g. in punning)
even in literature, but will then have to be understood either as a minor or major
‘scandal’ or (when occurring to a larger extent in certain genres like comedy) as a
deliberate reflection. Vulgar Latin, however, is usually to be seen as a register
established and (originally) used by specific social groups, containing subliterary
and substandard features on a whole range of grammatical levels; furthermore it is
not exclusively to be detected in spoken language, but to a very high degree also in
written language. Vulgar Latin with a focus on the Pompeian wall inscriptions is dealt
with e.g. in L. R. Palmer, The Latin Language (London, 1954, 148 80 (‘Vulgar Latin’);
spoken Latin in P. Baldi, The Foundations of Latin, 2nd edn. (Berlin, 2002), 235 7.

7 In this respect the so called Oscan substrate especially deserves mention, on
which cf. J. F. Eska, ‘The Language of the Latin Inscriptions of Pompeii and the
Question of an Oscan Substratum’, Glotta, 65 (1987), 146 61; A. E. Cooley, ‘The
Survival of Oscan in Roman Pompeii, in ead. (ed.), Becoming Roman, Writing Latin?
Literacy and Epigraphy in the Roman West (Portsmouth, RI, 2002), 77 86. Most of the
material in question is at best inconclusive and of doubtful explanation.

8 On this aspect see now J. N. Adams, Bilingualism and the Latin Language
(Cambridge, 2003), 145 8.

9 This is the preconception e.g. in E. Pulgram, Italic, Latin, Italian, 600 BC to AD
1260: Texts and Commentaries (Heidelberg, 1978); J. Herman, Du latin aux langues
romanes: études de linguistique historique (Tibingen, 1990); and M. Iliescu and
D. Slusanski (eds.), Du latin aux langues romanes: choix de textes traduits et commentés
(du II° siecle avant ]. C. jusqu’au X° siecle apres J. C.) (Wilhelmsfeld, 1991).
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J. J. Winckelmann put it with respect to Greek art, seem to be
sterile, remote from real life. So where is all the filth? To many,
I believe, Plautus, Catullus, Martial, the Priapea, and Petronius
are so appealing primarily because they offer something different,
something base and obscene.!® What an immense relief it will have
been to discover the wealthy treasure of the wall inscriptions of the
Vesuvian cities, this Corpus Inscriptionum Latrinarum, as it may
seem!!1

But even those who are less interested in all the filth (and who do
not subscribe, either, to the nothing-much-has-changed attitude),
tend to praise the wall inscriptions as a uox populi.2 The following
quotation is from one of the most recent introductory books on
Roman wall inscriptions, published by Rex E. Wallace:!3

The Latin of the wall inscriptions from Pompeii and Herculaneum is distinct
from the Latin of Roman authors such as Cicero, Caesar, Horace, and
Vergil in important respects. Whereas the Latin of those authors reflects a
tradition of carefully crafted composition, based on Latin as it was spoken by
educated (and therefore in large part) aristocratic Romans, the language of
wall inscriptions, particularly the graffiti, reflects the Latin of less educated
social orders (working classes, slaves, freedmen, etc.) as it was used during the
first century Ap. This variety of Latin is generally known as ‘Vulgar’ Latin, a
label derived from the Latin adjective vulgaris, e meaning ‘of the common
people’

10 Thorough and appropriate scholarly treatment of the relevant material is rather
an exception than the rule, but cf. e.g. I. Opelt, Die lateinischen Schimpfworter und
verwandte sprachliche Erscheinungen: Eine Typologie (Heidelberg, 1965); and espe
cially J. N. Adams, The Latin Sexual Vocabulary (London, 1982).

11 Suffice it to mention such amusing, unambitious, yet sometimes quite useful
collections as K. W. Weeber, Decius war hier. .. Das Beste aus der romischen Graffiti
Szene (Zirich, 1996). On a considerably higher level e.g. T. Kleberg, In den Wirts
héiusern und Weinstuben des antiken Rom, 3rd edn. (Darmstadt 1966); or A. Varone,
Erotica Pompeiana: Love Inscriptions on the Walls of Pompeii, trans. R. P. Berg, with
revisions by D. Harwood and R. Ling, 2nd edn. (Rome, 2002; orig. Erotica pompeiana:
iscrizioni d’amore sui muri di Pompei (Rome, 1994)).

12 Cf. even the title of the important study by H. H. Tanzer, The Common People of
Pompeii: A Study of the Graffiti (Baltimore, 1939).

13 R. E. Wallace, An Introduction to Wall Inscriptions from Pompeii and Hercula
neum: Introduction, Inscriptions with Notes, Historical Commentary, Vocabulary
(Wauconda, IL, 2005), p. xxiv (cf. also P. Kruschwitz’s review in BMCR (http://ccat.
sas.upenn.edu/bmcr/), 2005.04.58).
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Putting the Latin of Caesar and Horace on the same level as if there
were no distinction is daring, but even more problematic is the
common classification of the Pompeian inscriptions as examples of
‘spoken Latin’ They are written texts, so by definition they will show
certain stylizations absent in spoken language.!* Furthermore, it is
often overlooked how complex the material really is. The texts are to
be attributed to an unknown number of authors, so the corpus of
texts could hardly be more heterogeneous. Additionally, because of
our insufficient in-depth knowledge of Latin, in many cases it is
virtually impossible to distinguish between features of substandard
language varieties, regional variations, dialect forms,!> several socio-
lects, abbreviations, and even plain mistakes and flaws. So in the end
what is often treated as a single phenomenon may in reality be far
more complex.16

Much has been written about the vulgar Latin of the wall inscrip-
tions so far, and most important is of course the influential and
comprehensive study by Veikko Viddninen.!? This is not the place for
a thorough re-evaluation of all related aspects. One of the very first
things needed would be an overview of how representative the
material collected by Vddnédnen really is for the entire epigraphy of
the Vesuvian area; what percentage of inscriptions is actually affected
by the features that he noted? But there are also some very fundamental

14 Tn fact quite a few show even highly stylized and literary features; cf. M. Gigante,
Civilta delle forme letterarie nell’antica Pompei (Naples, 1979).

15 The fundamental difference between ‘regional variation” and ‘dialect forms’, in
my understanding, is that a regional variation or Regiolekt is a variety of a standard
language that is influenced by e.g. local dialects (but clearly based on and aiming at
the standard variety) and can be determined by the ear by a specific accent, while a
dialect form is more detached from the standard variety, showing various features
(originally) restricted to the inhabitants and offspring of a certain area. While a
speaker of a regional variety will in many cases at least think he or she is using the
standard variety, a speaker of a dialect will in most cases be aware of this fact (and
perhaps even resort to code switching when talking to somebody who is not familiar
with the particular dialect).

16 On this aspect, the complexity of written language and the coincidence of
various registers on various language levels, see also the very useful observations of
Hilla Halla aho in this volume.

17 V. Vddninen, Le Latin vulgaire des inscriptions pompéiennes, 3rd edn. (Berlin,
1966); cf. also id., Introduction au latin vulgaire, 3rd edn. (Paris, 1981).
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methodological issues that have been largely neglected until now,!8 and
four of them will be addressed here.

2.1. Can You Believe Your Eyes?

Reading graffiti is a difficult task, and success depends on various
factors. Epigraphists have it as a golden rule that readings of colleagues
positively cannot be trusted unless verified by autopsy. (This naturally
makes it exceedingly difficult to establish a corpus for linguistic re-
search.) This golden rule is especially sensible when dealing with wall
inscriptions, as anyone will know who has ever tried even to locate a
certain graffito on a Pompeian wall. In casual handwriting a single line
would make the difference between an (orthographically) ‘regular’
ualeat and an ‘irregular’ (phonetic) ualiat!’® One should bear this in
mind, since light conditions often are far from ideal, and a damaged
surface may easily interfere with the letters. Even the preconceptions of a
reader may result in inaccurate readings. One might wonder in how
many instances a futuit has been read where there actually was just a
fuit—just because we do not expect it differently from our Pompeians.
The delusive power of preconceptions has been displayed usque ad
nauseam in Matteo Della Corte’s supplement to CIL IV,2° and it was
rightly castigated by Heikki Solin in his harsh review of it.2! (In this
case we have even been lucky, since the reviewer was able to check
those inscriptions himself; often, especially owing to unfavourable wea-
ther conditions, texts completely vanish or are soon in such a pitiful
state that earlier readings cannot be verified or falsified anymore.)

It is not necessary to get any more specific here. If a new supple-
ment to CIL IV is to materialize, there will be numerous corrections
to Vddninen’s study of the vulgar Latin of the Pompeian inscriptions
owing to new autopsy—much will be added, and some of the entries
will also have to be removed.

18 Tn many respects groundbreaking is a recent article by R. Hernandez Pérez, ‘Las
inscripciones parietales latinas: consideraciones basicas para su interpretacion’, SPhV
6, Ns 3 (2002 3), 247 79.

19 An Eis often represented by two upright lines (||), an I always by a single line (]);
cf. Halla aho, Ch. 10 below, n. 19.

20 See n. 3 above.

21 H. Solin, review of CIL IV Supp. 3, 3 4, in Gnomon, 45 (1973), 258 77.
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2.2. Anything that Can Go Wrong Will Go Wrong

Heikki Solin published a highly thought-provoking article on psy-
chological causes of errors in inscriptions,?? and I am sure there is
more to add, especially in respect of the graffiti. There are various
reasons for this:

1. The writer might be nervous and in a rush, for fear of getting
caught.

2. As it is quite difficult to scratch into a hard surface with a piece of
metal, much of one’s concentration is distracted by the very act of
writing (whence it is difficult to observe the result at the same
time).

3. The larger the lettering is, the higher the likelihood of errors,
because one cannot see the result at first glance.

The first two considerations may be illustrated by this fragmentary
inscription:

1. CILIV 1754 (cf. p. 211)
Euphemus
stecus (!) e fundo et
rota...

Even though there are at least five more examples of omission of
postvocalic R before a consonant in the Pompeian inscriptions,23
nobody (until now) seems to have claimed that stecus instead of
stercus could possibly be anything but a mere slip.2* An example
proving the third matter is the following advertisement of gladiator-
ial games:

2. CILIV 7994
(Gladiatorum) par(ia) XLIX
(de) familia Capiniana muneri[bus]

22 Jd., “Zur Entstehung und Psychologie von Schreibfehlern in lateinischen
Inschriften) in id., O. Salomies, and U. M. Liertz (eds.), Acta colloquii epigraphici
Latini Helsingiae 3. 6. sept. 1991 habiti (Helsinki, 1995), 93 111.

23 Cf. Véddnédnen, Le Latin vulgaire, 69.

24 R. Lass, Historical Linguistics and Language Change (Cambridge, 1997), 62,
rightly acknowledges the importance of keeping away ‘garbage’ spellings, i.e. very
obvious lapsus calami, from studies of historical linguistics.
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Augustorum pug(nabunt) Puteol(is) a(nte) d(iem) [IV Id(us) Mai(as)]
pr(idie) Id(us) Mai(as) et XVIIL, XV K(alendas) Iu[n(ias)].

uela erit (!). Magus (scripsit).

49 pairs of gladiators of the Capinian troupe are going to fight at the
Augustan games in Puteoli on 12, 14, 16, and 18 May. Awnings will be
provided. Magus painter.

In the last line erit is written instead of erunt. Since the phrase uela
erunt occurs with great frequency in similar texts, there is no doubt,
that Magus, the painter of this text, simply got it wrong, losing sight
of the text as a whole. Even though one might easily come up with a
linguistic explanation for the phenomenon, there is none. (Or at least
there is no actual need for one.)

2.3. Conan the Grammarian, or Good
Evidence vs. Bad Evidence

As the title of my paper is ‘Romanes eunt domus), a reference to the
Monty Python film ‘Life of Brian, from which this quotation is
borrowed, will not come as a surprise. Brian, member of the ‘People’s
Front of Judaea™—to be distinguished from the ‘Judaean People’s
Front—is meaning to tell the Romans, the unloved invaders of
Judaea, to go home. Therefore, in the middle of the night, he smears
his statement on a wall. But he does not get it all right. The result:
‘Romanes eunt domus’. Brian has hardly finished his act of vandalism
when he is caught by a Roman centurion who fails to decipher the
message. His understanding of the text: ‘People called Romanes they
go the house?” The centurion then grabs Brian by the ear, like a
schoolboy, and forces him to go through all forms of the words
needed to build the sentence originally intended. Finally, he orders
Brian to write the more accurate ‘Romani ite domum’ a hundred
times till sunrise. Brian complies.

With this scene in mind, it is worth having a look at the following
inscription:

3. CILIV 2246 (cf. p. 465) = CLE 955 adn.
Hic ego cum ueni, futui
deinde rede1 domi.
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When I came here, I fucked,
then I went back at home.

One might wonder what lesson the centurion would have taught the
scribbler of that note. Brian’s excuse is his poor command of the
Latin language. But what is the excuse of the actual scribbler at
Pompeii? Here is what the editors of CIL IV think about it—in the
frightening sapienti sat style of the early volumes: ‘cf. Plaut. Trin. IV
1, 22 [= 842] pol, quanquam domi cupio, opperiar.?> So what are we
supposed to learn? I feel safe in assuming that this can be expanded
to the following (speculative) statement: in colloquial Latin, the
locative/ablative domi ‘at home’ is an acceptable substitute for an
accusative domum ‘towards home’, indicating the goal of motion.
Domi in Plautus, however, is a genitive, governed by cupio, a con-
struction not unparalleled in Plautus (and maybe related to the con-
struction of Greek émfuu).26 This cannot possibly apply to the
inscription, hence the evidence given in the CIL at this point proves to
be worthless. It is all the more remarkable then, that the editors of CIL
unknowingly hit upon the right explanation. Recently Christopher
S. Mackay has shown that there was indeed a substandard usage of the
locative/ablative in lieu of the accusative indicating the goal of motion—
gathering reliable evidence from many different subliterary sources.2”

2.4. Beware of Attila the Pun!

Many people writing on walls nowadays seem to regard themselves as
remarkably witty in their messages or comebacks, no matter how silly
they really are. This tradition of the inscribed witticism surely dates
back to the earliest times. But are we always aware of this fact, when it
comes to linguistic analysis of Latin wall inscriptions? An acid test (or
rather: jack-acid test), challenging our skills in that respect, can easily
be provided:

25 Zangemeister, CIL IV, p. 141 ad loc.

26 Cf. J. H. Gray, T. Macci Plauti Trinummus. With an Introduction and Notes
(Cambridge, 1897), 156 ad loc. One might add that the constitution of the text is not
entirely beyond doubt; cf. C. Questa, Titi Macci Plauti cantica (Urbino, 1995), 406 7
(with further references).

27 C. S. Mackay, ‘Expressions to Indicate Goal of Motion in the Colloquial Latin of
the Early Empire’, ZPE 126 (1999), 229 39.
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4. CILIV 7065 = CLE 2051

Aedilem Proculam {CR} cunctorum turba probauit: hoc pudor ingenuus
postulat et pietas.

The entire crowd has approved of Procula as aedilis. This is demanded by
innate bashfulness and dutifulness.

The candidate approved of by ‘the entire crowd’” according to this
metrical inscription, there is little doubt, was a man called Publius
Paquius Proculus, who is mentioned in other electoral inscriptions as
well. But why Proculam instead of Proculum in this inscription? Since
the reading is without any doubt (and nobody could possibly take it
as an acceptable variation by linguistic means), one might argue, as
August Mau did, that this is merely a slip.28 But how can one be sure?
Ernst Lommatzsch in Carmina Latina Epigraphica argued that this
might be a deliberate insult against Proculus, implying homosexual
tendencies.2? That would certainly add a delightful irony to the pudor
ingenuus and pietas. However, lacking any substantiated information
about Proculus’ personality, how can one decide?

3. FUTURE LINGUISTIC RESEARCH ON
ROMAN WALL INSCRIPTIONS

Philologists, when dealing with Latin wall inscriptions, often restrict
themselves to phonological and morphological issues, usually in
order to scrutinize the linguistic development of the Latin language
towards the Romance languages.?® In their happier moments, wall
inscriptions are also taken into account when authors deal with
issues of the lexicon or—somewhat broader in conception—with
sociolinguistics.3! Here a strong case for a new approach shall be
made, somewhere in between sociolinguistics and pragmatics. And it

28 Mau, CIL 1V, p. 737 ad loc.

29 Lommatzsch, CLE III, p. 74 ad loc.

30 A couple of such studies have been mentioned above in nn. 6 and 9.

31 T am aware of the fact that sociolinguistics comprises phonological and mor
phological issues, too. However, it is an approach fundamentally different from e.g.
traditional historical morphology, considering all kinds of additional aspects sur
rounding every single utterance.
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shall be claimed that it would be a rewarding task to examine the
various types of technical text and their specialized language.

I shall start with the technical text-types. Apart from a restricted
lexicon, one of the foremost requirements for the constitution of such
a text-type is the isomorphy of the texts—think for example about
diplomas, timetables, brochures, classified advertisements, consumer
information, and so on. Their isomorphy is directly due to a specific,
often even normative text lay-out, based upon a limited and almost
invariable number of formal or functional macrostructural pat-
terns.32

As far as the wall inscriptions of Pompeii and Herculaneum are
concerned, there are several technical text types to be found.3? The
most prominent ones are the electoral programmata and the advert-
isements for gladiatorial games. I shall exemplify my point focusing
only on the latter.3* Most of the advertisements for gladiatorial games
from Pompeii have not only been included in the volumes of CIL IV,
but also collected and edited by Patrizia Sabbatini Tumolesi.?5 Let us
now, for a short moment, return to the inscription already encoun-
tered as (2) above:

(Gladiatorum) par(ia) XLIX

(de) familia Capiniana muneri[bus]

Augustorum pug(nabunt) Puteol(is) a(nte) d(iem) [IV Id(us) Mai(as)]
pr(idie) Id(us) Mai(as) et XVIIL, XV K(alendas) Iu[n(ias)].

uela erit (!). Magus (scripsit).

32 A very useful introduction to the theoretical framework may be found in
T. Roelcke, Fachsprachen, 2nd edn. (Berlin, 2005), with further references. For a
more general documentation see the authoritative work by L. Hoffmann, H. Kalver
kamper, and H. E. Wiegand (eds.), Fachsprachen Languages for Special Purposes. Ein
internationales Handbuch zur Fachsprachenforschung und Terminologiewissenschaft
An International Handbook of Special Languages and Terminology Research, in asso
ciation with C. Galinski and W. Hiillen, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1998 9).

33 An up to date account and discussion of ancient technical texts and their
language may now be found in T. Fogen (ed.), Antike Fachtexte/Ancient Technical
Texts (Berlin, 2005).

34 On the electoral programmata see e.g. H. Mouritsen, Elections, Magistrates, and
Municipal Elite: Studies in Pompeian Epigraphy (Rome, 1988); C. Chiavia, Program
mata: manifesti elettorali nella colonia romana di Pompei (Turin, 2002).

35 P. Sabbatini Tumolesi, Gladiatorum paria: annunci di spettacoli gladiatorii a
Pompei (Rome, 1980).
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49 Pairs of gladiators of the Capinian troupe are going to fight at the
Augustan games in Puteoli on 12, 14, 16, and 18 May. Awnings will be
provided. Magus painter.

There are five macrostructural patterns to be found in this text:

the number of pairs of gladiators;

the occasion (and sponsorship) of the event;
the place of the event;

the date of the event;

any added amenities and benefits.

N

An extensive examination of the programmata in this respect would
show that these patterns recur in almost every single text. (Hence
even reconstructing fragmentary advertisements is quite easy.) Fur-
thermore, all the texts would also be united in their common phrase-
ology. One example has already been mentioned, the odd uela erit in
(2) as a mistake by the writer for the ubiquitous uela erunt.36

This allows a shift to my second aspect mentioned above, the
special or technical language in the wall inscriptions. Special or
technical languages, according to my understanding, are varieties of
a language developed for specific functional and social purposes.
They are defined by a common topic (and not, for instance, a
common situation or context), and they are used specifically for
communication within functional and/or social groups, defined by
a more or less concise common activity, in order to ensure precise,
unambiguous, and economic communication.

I should like to make the claim that there was a technical language
of consumption (that is, a technical language developed by people
professionally engaged in material and cultural production, com-
merce, and consumption), and that we can find remains of this
language in the Pompeian inscriptions.3” I shall only demonstrate
the most obvious example—the whole issue deserves a more detailed

36 Cf. e.g. R. Graefe, Vela erunt: Die Zeltdicher der romischen Theater und dhnlicher
Anlagen, 2 vols. (Mainz am Rhein, 1979).

37 On Roman inscriptional advertisements in general see P. Kruschwitz, ‘Romische
Werbeinschriften, Gymnasium, 106 (1999), 231 53. Much interesting material, exe
cuted in handwriting, is also to be found in M. Reuter and M. Scholz (eds.), Geritzt
und entziffert: Schriftzeugnisse der romischen Informationsgesellschaft (Stuttgart,
2004).
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study elsewhere. We all know those signs, however varying in their
shape and form, informing us about something that is to be sold. In
many cases, these signs say hardly more than ‘For Sale’. Now here is
what will be the Latin equivalent:

5. CILIV 7678
Vasa faecaria uen(alia)

Garum Pots For Sale.
A second example dates back to the Republican era:

6. CILIV 7124 =123145
Tegula cumular( )
opercula colliquia
uen(alia).
conuenito indide(m).

Not everything in this inscription has so far been well understood;
but it is clear that somebody was trading in the rubble of former
buildings and demolition waste, especially various types of tiles. As in
(5), the expression ‘For Sale’ has been indicated by three letters—
VEN for uenalia.

There is even a third example, setting us straight about the correct
resolution of VEN in the other inscriptions, another advertisement
for building material:

7. CILIV 9839¢
Materia[e]
uenales.
conueniat38
M(arcum) Epidium

Building Material For Sale. See Marcus Epidius...

It seems obvious to me that uenalis must have been the uox propria in
the technical language of consumption for the expression ‘for sale’
The expression must have been so common in use that it became
possible to use the abbreviation only, and—as the second example
proves—already in the Republican era.

38 The 3rd person subjunctive conveniat is very odd as an alternative for conuenito
(cf. my text (6) above).
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So what is the big deal about this tiny and unspectacular observa-
tion? If one is ready to share my views on the word uenalis as a
technical term, it will be worthwhile having a look at two short
passages of Sallust. The first one is from the Bellum Catilinae:

8. Sall. Cat. 10
Namque auaritia fidem, probitatem ceterasque artis bonas subuortit; pro his
superbiam, crudelitatem, deos neglegere, omnia uenalia habere edocuit.

The other is from the Bellum Iugurthinum, the alleged farewell of
Jugurtha to Rome:

9. Sall. Iug. 35:
urbem uenalem et mature perituram, si emptorem inuenerit.

In German translations, one normally finds wuenalis rendered by
‘kduflich’ (= “venal; buyable’), an expression not only severely out-
dated (the modern technical equivalent would be ‘zu verkaufen’), but
also giving a false impression of the actual meaning and connotation
of the phrase in this context.?® The OLD suggests something like
‘open to bribes, venal’. But in the light of the Pompeian inscriptions,
it can now be argued that these interpretations may seriously miss
the point—and reduce the drastic impact of Sallust’s expression;
picture the Roman virtues, labelled ‘“for sale’! Or even the city of
Rome herself, stickered the same way. And this indeed was, I believe,
what Sallust intended to describe, the idea of Roman society set up
for final clearance, when everything has to go at incredible reduc-
tions. The point would then be that reconstructing a technical
language of consumption will advance understanding of certain
registers applied in literary texts.

4. CONCLUSIONS

There are at least three things that should have become clear from
this paper:

39 T am referring explicitly to German translations, as in English ones the phrase
‘for sale’ does occur. There is reason to believe, however, that many will not be aware
of the specific implications and connotations of the Latin phrase.
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(i) The fact that the texts are not a uniform corpus does not mean
that there are no linguistic observations and conclusions to be
made. However, the nature of the corpus as well as that of the
texts makes it extremely difficult to draw these conclusions.

(ii) There are certain factors, related to the specific conditions
underlying the genre of wall inscriptions, that should be con-
sidered more carefully in future linguistic research on these
texts.40 Every single text has to be treated individually, consid-
ering the various circumstances surrounding it, in order to
avoid mixing up and lumping together phenomena which
may well be of distinct origin or purpose in the various texts.
(What then is going to remain as common language, one might
ask.) The fact that the wall inscriptions do offer interesting
material for the historical linguist should not result in the idea
that they constitute a common, or even a coherent, language, or
even the uox populi.

(iii) There is, apart from current approaches, still much to be dis-
covered in the linguistic data from the Vesuvian cities, which
may not only help the interpretation of those texts themselves,
but also enhance our understanding of the Latin language and
literature in general. Fields of particular interest for future
linguistic research cover, inter alia, socio-philological and socio-
linguistic aspects as well as technical languages and text types.
And probably, based on a new edition which includes all the
relevant secondary information on each text, even in the trad-
itional historical-linguistic perspective much still remains to be
done.

40 T have dealt with a couple of those methodological issues in greater detail (but
focusing on metrical inscriptions in particular) in P. Kruschwitz, ‘Carmina latina
epigraphica pompeiana: Ein Dossier’, Arctos, 38 (2004), 27 58; also id., ‘Die Edition
und Interpretation metrischer Kursivinschriften: Eine Methodenkritik am Beispiel
von CLE 354, in C. Fernandez Martinez and J. Gémez Pallares (eds.), Temptanda
viast: nuevos estudios sobre la poesia epigrdfica latina (Bellaterra, 2006; CD Rom ISBN
84 490 2444 7); and id., ‘Die Bedeutung der Caupona des Euxinus fiir die epigra
phische Poesie Pompejis (und dariiber hinaus)’, RSP 17 (2006), 7 13.
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Linguistic Varieties and Language
Level in Latin Non-Literary Letters*

Hilla Halla-aho

1. INTRODUCTION

The Latin letters on papyri, ostraca, and wooden tablets offer many
interesting aspects for the study of variation and change in the Latin
language. However, it is not always clear how this evidence should be
interpreted.

For any kind of linguistic research on these letters it is reasonable
to assume that every writer of these texts tried to write as well as he or
she possibly could, and hence that deviations from the standard are
unintentional, i.e. that being aware of two variants the writer would
not have deliberately chosen the substandard one.! For the most part
the writers will have been trying to adhere to a standard of letter-
writing, to produce language which they knew to be appropriate for
the situation, aiming at a very specific goal, viz. intending to be (a)
understood and (b) given the correct answer (without causing an-
noyance, etc.).2 Letters as a text type typically make use of stock

* 1 should like to thank J. N. Adams, Peter Kruschwitz, Martti Leiwo, and Marja
Vierros for comments on an earlier version of this essay, as well as all those who
commented on my paper (partly on the same subject) at the ‘Buried Linguistic
Treasure’ conference, especially Eleanor Dickey.

1 This is an important difference as compared to literary texts, where the incon
gruity of registers is generated by design to create a certain effect, see . N. Adams and
R. G. Mayer (eds.), Aspects of the Language of Latin Poetry (Oxford, 1999), 5 10.

2 There may even have been models available in letter writing manuals, but see
below for some evidence that models were not always in the written form.
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formulae, especially at the beginning and end. This is naturally
even truer in the case of more official letters, or in a particular
genre, for example letters of recommendation. In other parts, how-
ever, lacking or not knowing adequate formulae, the writers may
have simply reproduced expressions, especially as far as morphology
is concerned, in a form in which they would have appeared in their
vernacular (i.e. according to their native intuitions).

There is often an implicit assumption that a given letter would, as
a whole, belong to a certain linguistic variety, in the same way as the
author of the letter belongs to a certain social level. In this paper I
shall argue that in a given letter, different levels of language organ-
ization (phonological/orthographic, morphological, and syntactic)
need not, and often do not, consistently relate to one linguistic
variety (register or sociolect).? Even within one level, e.g. syntactic,
it may be possible to identify different registers occurring next to
each other, for example typical letter phrases and colloquial syntax.
Acknowledging the fact that more than one kind of sociolinguistic
marking may be present in one letter is essential, not only in order to
obtain the most accurate picture possible of the language in this
material, but also to interpret correctly the evidence of these texts
for the study of variation and change in Latin.4

I'shall pay especial attention to the difference between the language
levels in this respect, especially between syntax and morphology.

3 T use the term ‘language level’ when referring to different levels of language
organization, i.e. phonology, morphology, and syntax; see E. W. Schneider, ‘Investi
gating Variation and Change in Written Documents), in J. K. Chambers, P. Trudgill,
and N. Schilling Estes (eds.), The Handbook of Language Variation and Change
(Oxford, 2002), 67 96 at 87. ‘Sociolect’, or social dialect, refers to a socially deter
mined variety, ‘register’ to a situationally determined variety of the language (such as
the language of the letters), see e.g. A. Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes: Aspects of
Linguistic Variation in Classical Attic Greek (Oxford, 2003), 8 9 for the terminology
and further references.

4 See Schneider, ‘Investigating Variation, 75 7, M. Montgomery, ‘The Linguistic
Value of Ulster Emigrant Letters’, Ulster Folklife, 41 (1995), 26 41, and A. Meurman
Solin, ‘Letters as a Source of Data for Reconstructing Early Spoken Scots, in
I. Taavitsainen, G. Melchers, and P. Pahta (eds.), Writing in Nonstandard English
(Amsterdam, 1999), 305 22 for private letters as sources for the study of language
variation and change. Peter Kruschwitz’s study in this volume (Ch. 9) addresses the
same general theme, the relationship of non literary texts to spoken language and the
complexities involved in this issue, in a different body of material (the Pompeian
inscriptions) and from a slightly different perspective.
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I shall demonstrate that as the writer may have had various models
for the syntax in a letter, formulaic and even elaborate syntax does
not rule out vernacular (substandard) forms in the morphological
level, or colloquial elements in the vocabulary.5 In the case of auto-
graph letters substandard orthographic forms are also relevant in this
regard.

When studying texts which in one way or another give the im-
pression of being closer to the spoken language of the writer than
many literary texts, it is essential to make a distinction between these
diverse tendencies, as our general conception of a given text has an
influence on the way we interpret individual phenomena which
appear in it. The important point here is that even if certain ortho-
graphic or morphological forms are more or less close representa-
tions of spoken language, this does not necessarily apply to the letter
as a whole. While it is clear, on the one hand, that in some respects
the letters often offer information on the contemporary spoken
language, it is also immediately to be seen that most of the writers
had a good notion of what a letter, as a written text, should look and
sound like. Hence the relationship to spoken language is anything
but straightforward. It is the distinction between these tendencies
that the present paper will try to clarify.

2. ALETTER OF RECOMMENDATION:
CEL 169 =P. OXY. 132 + 11 PP. 318-19

I shall use the letter CEL 169 as a starting-point as it contains in
an exemplary way many interesting phenomena at the same time.
I quote the text in full (from CEL):

I[u]lio Domitio tribuno mil(itum) leg(ionis)
ab Aurel(io) Arc[h]elao benef(iciario)

suo salutem

iam tibi et pristine commen

5 It is only natural that syntactic forms, being longer and containing more
‘material, are memorized better than morphological or orthographic ones, see
Schneider, ‘Investigating Variation), 87.
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daueram Theonem amicum
meum et mod[o qu]oque peto
domine ut eum ant(e) oculos
habeas tanquam me est e

nim tales omo ut ametur

a te reliquit enim su[o]s [e]t
rem suam et actum et me
secutus est et per omnia me
se[c]urum fecit et ideo peto

a te ut habeat intr[o]itum

at te et omnia tibi refere

re potest de actu[m] nostrum
quitquit m[ihi d]ixit [i]l

1[u]t et fact[um esse scito
amauj h[o]mi[n]em [

m[ .. ][ Isetdes[ .. .. . ...
a [te peto] domin[e . . .

m[ .. |.ib[i] es[t. .. ... ...
cl........ Thab[ ... .. ..

| let[ . ... ..

tort [ Jicol .. ...... ...
illum ut [ _]ypse [ inter

cessoris u[t ilJlum co[mmendarem
opto te felicissiimum domine mul
tis annis cum [tuis omnibus

ben[e ualere

hanc epistulam ant(e) ocu

los habeto domine puta[t]o

me t[e]cum loqui

vacuum

uale

verso

Ioulio Domitio tribuno militum leg(ionis)
ab Aurelio Archelao b(eneficiario)

To Iulius Domitius, legionary military tribune, from his Aurelius Archelaus,
beneficiarius, greetings. I have already previously recommended to you my
friend Theo, and now again I ask you, lord, that you have him before your
eyes in the same way as you have me. For he is such a man that he should be
loved by you. He left his family, and belongings, and his work and followed
me, and he made me secure about everything. Thus I ask you, that he be
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admitted to you, and be able to tell you about everything. About our
business, whatever he told me...I have loved the man...that I should
recommend him. I hope that you, my lord, will be very happy and in
good health for many years with your family. Hold this letter before your
eyes, my lord, and imagine that I am talking to you. Farewell.

verso

To Iulius Domitius, legionary military tribune, from Aurelius Archelaus,
beneficiarius.

Aurelius Archelaus’ letter of recommendation is datable to the sec-
ond century Ap.% There is no second hand discernible in the closing
or elsewhere, and it is therefore likely that the document is an
autograph.” Cotton has discussed this letter as evidence concerning
the practice of recommendation,? noting that, as is perhaps typical of
the genre, it does not contain much of interest, especially as the only
part where some actual information may have been stated is now lost
(1. 20-6).

A military tribune such as Iulius Domitius was far above a bene-
ficiarius like Archelaus in the military hierarchy, and the latter is
likely to have belonged to the tribune’s officium.® Cotton sees the fact
that Archelaus most probably wrote the letter in his own hand as
‘another demonstration of [his] respect towards his superior’,!® and
the ordering in the opening formula with the recipient’s name in the
first place may point in the same direction. The context thus makes it
clear that the writer wanted to produce as good language as possible,
and this is the most important aspect for my purposes here.

The letter contains many expressions commonly used in letters of
this kind. Such expressions emphasize, as is customary, the close

6 Perhaps near to the middle of the second century; cf. Cugusi, CEL 169, introd.

7 It should be noted that, inasmuch as the language in this letter is the output of
one person who was trying to write as well as he could, it does not matter whether
that person is the scribe or the sender of the letter.

8 H. Cotton, Documentary Letters of Recommendation in Latin from the Roman
Empire (Konigstein im Taunus, 1981), 16 23.

9 Ibid. 16, with further references.

10 Tbid. 17. Cf. the same observation concerning another letter of recommenda
tion, CEL 81 (P. Ryl. IV 608): ‘A lower status is perhaps confirmed by the fact that, as
in P. Oxy. I 32, here too we have an autograph: a sign of respect on the part of an
inferior towards his superior in the social or imperial hierarchy’ (Cotton, Documen
tary Letters, 29). Both this letter and CEL 83 (P. Berlin inv. 11649, also a letter of
recommendation) contain nothing outside the stock formulae.
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relationship between the author and the person being recommended
as well as the good qualities of the latter. Many sentiments expressed
in this letter are common in this genre, and even the idea, if not the
exact wording, can be paralleled in literary letters of recommenda-
tion in Latin as well as in Greek letters of recommendation on
papyrus.'! As examples the following passages may be quoted: peto,
domine, ut eum ant oculos habeas tanquam me, est enim tales omo ut
ametur a te (1. 6-10); hanc epistulam ant oculos habeto domine puta
[t]o me t[e] cum loqui (1l. 31-3). The latter passage is rendered rather
formal by the second imperatives and the word-order OV with the
first of them. Noteworthy also is the verb pefo in the first passage.
This is current in recommendations, whereas otherwise in epistolary
context rogo is the usual verb (note also 1l. 13—15 peto a te ut habeat
intr{o]itum at te).12 It is more than obvious that, whatever the source,
the writer of this letter was familiar with suitable ways of expressing
the recommendation.

Thus, on the syntactical and phraseological levels this document
seems to be composed according to the standard of such letters. But
as far as orthography is concerned, there are phonetic spellings tales
omo (9) and ant oculos (7, 31, both cited above) which are quite
remarkable given that the letter most probably is an autograph. In
addition, the address on the verso has a spelling modelled on Greek,
Toulio. And there is even more to find, namely an instance of sub-
standard morphology, referere (15-16), an analogical formation for
referre, which, according to Cugusi, is not otherwise attested.!3

Furthermore, as far as the syntax of this letter is concerned, it is
interesting to observe the frequent use of et connecting sentences.
From 1. 10 onwards there is a long sequence of clauses connected with
et: reliquit enim su[o]s [e]t rem suam et actum et me secutus est et per
omnia me se[ clurum fecit et ideo peto a te ut habeat intr[o]itum at te et
omnia tibi referere potest. Here we may also note potest instead of

11 See Cotton, Documentary Letters, 17 23; Cugusi, CEL II 169, introd.

12 For peto in recommendations see Cic. Fam. 2. 17. 6; 5. 5. 3; 13. 21. 2; 13. 32. 2;
Fronto ad Am. 1. 9.

13 The evidence from grammarians concerning fero implies that analogical for
mations like this were probably not uncommon in the spoken language. TLL, s.v. fero
527, 72 sgg. cites fereris from Diom. Gramm. i. 361. 28 K, 386. 26 K; Prob. Gramm. iv.
190. 36 K. For analogical formations of irregular verbs in Latin, see J. N. Adams,
Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge, 2003), 613.
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possit, a change from the subjunctive to the indicative in the second
part of the subordination, which is dependent on peto a te and
connected by et to habeat. Also de actu[m] nostrum (16), with
de 4 acc., must reflect the common use in spoken language of
prepositions with the accusative.

This letter offers some interesting evidence for the assumption that
at least in part the writer was composing the syntax after models
which he remembered, as opposed to having a written model. The
syntax in the passage quoted in the previous paragraph already gives
this impression by the et sequence and the indicative potest. The
analogical formation referere supports, as it were, the impression
given by the syntax. A perhaps even more interesting case is found
in the phrase peto, domine, ut eumn ant oculos habeas tanquam me, est
enim tales omo ut ametur a te (6-10), which undoubtedly was part of
the sentiments usually expressed in recommendations. The occur-
rence of the phonetic spelling tales omo here offers clear evidence that
the writer did not have a written model at his disposal but was
composing the phrase following his own conceptions about how
such sentiments should be expressed.

We may sum up by stating that this letter contains word choice and
phraseology which are typical for the genre in question (letters of
recommendation). But, on the other hand, there are also indications
that the writer was not completely fluent in the written register in
those parts where he had to resort to his own abilities in composing
the text outside the stock formulae. The use of substandard case
syntax (de actu[ m] nostrum) must reflect a usage common in spoken
language, whereas spellings (tales omo, Ioulio) reveal that the writer’s
knowledge of the standard orthography was not perfect. The writer
of this letter might have been a bilingual whose better language was
Greek, but this is not essential for my point here.

As far as the use of et is concerned, I am not implying that in
spoken language all sentences would be connected with et or the like,
but rather that it clearly was the simplest way of organizing the syntax
in this kind of context and hence the writer may have resorted to it in
need of more refined syntactic models.

Whereas de + acc. may have been, for all we know, a common
phenomenon in speech, the case of the analogical formation referere
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is more complicated. It is difficult to tell whether forms like referere
were used commonly in speaking by nearly everyone at certain social
levels and transformed to referre in writing as a standard process, or
this is a rarely used, or even idiosyncratic variant.!4

3. THE EARLIEST LATIN LETTERS ON PAPYRUS

Next I shall offer some obervations on two of the earliest Latin letters
on papyrus, paying attention in a similar way to the sociolinguistic
marking of the elements. The letter CEL 8 (P. Vindob. Lat. 1a) which I
also quote in full is a letter from Paconius to Macedo and usually
dated to the Augustan period.

PJaconiu[s] Macedoni suo
salutem

dissimulare nén potul ut tibl
non scrlberem te ualdissime
decrIminatum apud [IJcundum
et Didoma . ce l(iberto) itaque
ml frater da operam ut
ualenter satisfacias illls
Nireo quoque conllbertd sué multa
sc[e]lera de te scrlpsit qul ut
suspicor credidit el et té non mediocriter
lacerat contubernales mel te
salutant [e]go tuos salutes rogd
ama nds ut instituistl

uale
XIIII Kal(endas) August(as) Emreld xl

Paconius to his Macedo, greetings. I could not conceal, so as not to write to
you, that you have been ill represented to Iucundus and Didus by ... the
freedman. Accordingly, my brother, take care that you fulfil their wishes
carefully. He also wrote many bad things about you to his fellow freedman
Nereus, and the latter, I suspect, believed him and causes you much damage.

14 Note also the form offere sc. offerre (or offerere?) in CEL 178, 1l. 2, 7 (P. Dura
60  Rom. Mil. Rec. 98).
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My companions salute you, I ask you to salute yours. Love me as you have
been established to do. Farewell. 19 July, 27 Epeiph.

Both the sender and the recipient are probably freedmen.1> The letter
proper, after the salutation, begins with the verb dissimulare (dissim-
ulare non potui ut non scriberem te ualdissime decriminatum apud
[[lucundum et Didom), with the meaning ‘to neglect, to omit. The
verb is attested with this construction (a dependent ut-clause) only
in Cassiodorus.’¢ The phrase undoubtedly is formal in this letter,
regardless of how we see the relationship between these two attesta-
tions. However, in this case it might even be possible to take te
ualdissime decriminatum as dependent on dissimulare, with the nor-
mal construction of the verb (acc. and inf.). The intervening ut non
scriberem might then be an independent consecutive clause.

The affective sentiment in the closing salutation ama nos ut insti-
tuisti can be paralleled in letters.l? Interesting in this connection is
also the rather elegant word order in the closing salutation, ego tuos
salutes rogo. On the other hand, concerning lexical choices, there are
adverbs which are colloquial (at least according to Cugusi): ualdis-
sime, ualenter, non mediocriter. In addition, the hapax verb decrimi-
nare, with the intensifying prefix de-, has been claimed to be
‘umgangssprachlich’.18

This letter, too, seems to be an autograph, and accordingly we may
also note the phonetic spellings Didom (Didus < Didjus < Didius),
Nireo (< Nereus).1 The fact that these spellings are in personal names is
well in accordance with the assumption that the writers had been
taught the correct orthography of common phrases. In case of personal
names the writer would have had to find the appropriate spelling as best
he could, and according to the way he pronounced them.

The same mixture of different tendencies can also be found in CEL
10 (P. Oxy. XLIV 3208).20 I give here some examples from this letter,

15 P. Cugusi, ‘Le piu antiche lettere papiracee latine’, AAT 107 (1973), 641 92 at 655.
6 Cassiod. Var. 2. 10. 1, 2. 24. 5; cf. TLL iv. 1484, 79 84.

17 See Cugusi, ‘Lettere, 662 for discussion and examples.

8 Cugusi, CEL, ad loc. cites defrustratur from Plaut. Most. 944, also a hapax, as a
parallel to this case. See also Hofmann Szantyr, Lateinische Syntax, 263 4.

19 For the latter see V. Vddninen, Le Latin vulgaire des inscriptions pompéiennes, 3rd
edn. (Berlin, 1966), 20. But, as Vidninen notes, the evidence from Pompeii is difficult
to interpret here because of the likelihood of writing | for | |.

20 First published in V. Brown, ‘A Latin Letter from Oxyrhynchos’, BICS 17 (1970),
136 43.

—-

—
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too. First of all, it contains some instances of sentiments that are
probably more or less proverbial, such as nimia bonitas hominibus
pernicies est uel maxsuma, and clamare debeo si quod uideo deuom
atque hominum ([ fidem si tu ista non cuibis]].2! It is not easy to locate
phrases of this type on a scale between ‘literate’ and ‘oral” when they
appear in a letter, but at least clamare deuom atque hominum fidem
most probably had a literary ring to it, especially with the form
deuom, archaizing both with regard to the archaic diuus and the
spelling < e> for long /i/.22 Hence, I should be inclined to maintain
that the writer had received literary education above the most elem-
entary level, even though he can be associated with a servile context,
both on the basis of his name (Suneros), and because the recipient is
a slave (Chio Caesaris in the address).23

As far as morphology is concerned, the form patiarus in this letter
(l. 4) shows the ending -rus, otherwise attested mainly in inscrip-
tions, but in epistolary context also in CEL 9, 1. 5 (misererus).
Whatever the precise history and distribution of this ending, its
source nevertheless was in the vernacular of the writer.24 The name
Epaphraes shows the common ending of the first-declension genitive
sg. -aes. This ending was, at least partly, created in the written
language as a Latinized version of the Greek ending —es, and it
shows a common written practice in Latin—Greek bilingual commu-
nities.2> Also a levelled dative form alio (for alii) appears in this letter.

On the other hand, there is no reason to think that clamare debeo
here would be a future periphrasis (pace Cugusi’s interpretation).26

21 The word fidem has apparently been removed erroneously, see Brown, ‘Latin
Letter’, ad loc. For proverbial sayings cf. also qui de tam pusilla summa tam magnum
lucrum facit (CEL 10, 1. 7). The use of quod for quid in this letter, apparently the
earliest attestation of this phenomenon, is treated in H. Halla aho, The Non Literary
Latin Letters: A Study of their Syntax and Pragmatics (forthcoming).

22 See M. Leumann, J. B. Hofmann, and A. Szantyr, Lateinische Grammatik, i:
Lateinische Laut und Formenlehre, 6th edn. (Munich, 1977), 76 8; also J. N. Adams,
The Regional Diversification of Latin 200 Bc 600 ap (Cambridge, 2007), ch. 7.8.

2 See Cugusi, CEL1I 10, 1. 1 n.

24 See now the comprehensive discussion of this ending, together with all the extant
examples, in Adams, Regional Diversification, ch. 7.9 14.1am grateful to J. N. Adams
for letting me see the relevant pages of his forthcoming book; earlier observations are
in Vddnénen, Latin vulgaire, 87; Leamann Hofmann Szantyr, Lateinische Grammatik,
517; E Neue and C. Wagener, Formenlehre der lateinischen Sprache, iii: Das Verbum,
3rd edn. (Leipzig, 1897), 201; A. L. Sihler, New Comparative Grammar of Greek and
Latin (New York, 1995), 475.

25 See Adams, Bilingualism, 479 83. 26 Cugusi, CEL 10, L. 8 n.
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Even if an expression with e.g. debeo can be interpreted as referring
to future time, this does not mean that it would automatically be
a future periphrasis.2” What is more, here debeo very clearly has its
deontic meaning. There do not seem to be examples of future
periphrases of this type in the Latin non-literary letters.28

4. SOME RELATED CASES FROM VINDOLANDA

While the sociolinguistic marking of forms like referere and even
patiarus is far from clear, the non-literary letters contain an example
of substandard verb morphology which can be placed with some
confidence among the widely distributed features of spoken Latin.
This is the second-conjugation 3rd pl. ending in -unt, as in debunt,
which occurs in the renuntium documents from Vindolanda.2® A
similar case is ualunt in Claudius Terentianus (P. Mich. VIII 468).30
The new Vindolanda tablets also contain an example of this phe-
nomenon, habunt (Tab. Vindol. 111 628. ii, 1. 5).31 Hence, there seem
to be good reasons for attributing these forms to the Latin of certain
social dialects in different parts of the Empire, in Egypt as well as in
Britain, and, consequently, on the basis of the Romance reflex (Fr. ont
< *aunt < habunt) also to spoken Latin more generally.

The appearance of the form habunt in Tab. Vindol. 11 628 is
relevant for my present purposes. This letter also contains a future

27 See H. Pinkster, ‘Some Methodological Remarks on Research on Future Tense
Auxiliaries in Latin, in G. Calboli (ed.), Subordination and Other Topics in Latin:
Proceedings of the Third Colloquium on Latin Linguistics, Bologna, 1 5 April 1985
(Amsterdam, 1989), 311 26 at 317.

28 See also Adams, Bilingualism, 742 3.

29 See the discussion in J. N. Adams, ‘The Language of the Vindolanda Writing
Tablets: An Interim Report, JRS 85 (1995), 86 134 at 102 3. He thinks that the
different optiones all independently produced the form debunt, but it is of course
possible that they had a written model for this type of a report.

30 For verb morphology in Claudius Terentianus’ letters (compared with the
Cerialis archive from Vindolanda), see Adams, Bilingualism, 741 50. The conclusion
offered there is that Terentianus’ Latin shows analogical formations which can be
paralleled elsewhere in substandard texts, and his Latinity is not a learner’s variety
(although he was bilingual).

31 SeeJ. N. Adams, ‘The New Vindolanda Writing Tablets’, CQ2 53 (2003), 530 75
at 544 5.
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form rediemus, reinforcing the impression that the text is an example
of colloquial language. Judging by the presence of only one hand, this
letter, too, is an autograph,3? so that scribal practices and their
influence can be ruled out with some certainty.

Against the appearance of substandard morphology it may be
surprising to see in the same letter an example of the construction
where a perfect infinitive (fecisse) is attached to uelis, with reference
to future time: cras quid uelis nos fecisse, rogo, domine praecipias.’?
This construction is usually thought to be a feature of the archaic
legal language, later revived by the Augustan poets. The construction
is used in prose as well, mainly by Livy but also by others.3* In such
prose contexts, especially as many of the examples in Livy occur in
imitations of legal language, the impact of the legal formulae is more
easily to be understood.

The co-appearance in this letter of substandard morphology
(habunt, rediemus) with uelis fecisse has been used to argue that the
aspectual nuance (visible in early legal texts) of fecisse with verbs like
uolo was preserved in spoken Latin. Accordingly, the appearance of
this structure in Augustan poetry (in the second half of the pentam-
eter) has been placed into a new context, that of the living spoken
language, instead of regarding it as a poetic archaism, used mainly for
rhythmical reasons.?*

In my opinion, however, the source of this construction remains to
be sought somewhere else than in the spoken language—or, to say
the least, the archaic or legal character cannot be denied solely on the
basis of the letter under study here.3¢ The writer of the Vindolanda

32 Bowman and Thomas, Tab. Vindol. 111 628, introd., characterize the hand as ‘a
rather fine, right sloping hand, with a marked difference in the size of the letters’

33 See Adams, ‘Vindolanda) 545 6 on this passage.

3¢ Hofmann Szantyr, Lateinische Syntax, 351 2; Kithner Stegmann, Grammatik,
ii/1. 133 4. See also Adams Mayer, Aspects, 8 n. 5 and R. Coleman, ‘Poetic Diction,
Poetic Discourse, and the Poetic Register’, ibid. 21 93 at 83 4.

35 Adams Mayer, Aspects, 8.

36 There is also some internal evidence in the poetical usage which might be used
against seeing there a feature of spoken language (see the references cited in n. 34):
(1) the isse forms are attached to a greater variety of verbs than is attested in early
Latin (in early Latin only with verbs of forbidding); (2) its Nebenstellung to a present
infinitive. Even if there is sometimes discernible an aspectual nuance modelled on
Greek, as Coleman (‘Poetic Diction) 83) points out, this does not mean that the
construction would have been characteristic of the living language.



Latin Non-Literary Letters 183

letter may well have been aware of this old use of uolo with perfect
infinitive and reference to future time. As I have sought to demon-
strate above, the language in one letter need not consistently testify to
one source, e.g. a colloquial or formal variety.

As for the motivation for the use of this construction, it is easily
conceivable that the sender Masclus, a decurio, wanted to use formal
syntax in his letter to the prefect Cerialis, whom he addresses as
Ceriali regi suo in the opening (rex meaning ‘patron’).3” A further
instance of the writer’s attempt to use elegant language (in fact in the
same sentence where habunt is attested) is the use of the free relative
connection which is usually thought to be typical of more literary or
polished registers of Latin:38 cervesam commilitones non habunt quam
rogo iubeas mitti.

This text highlights the necessity of making a careful distinction
between different linguistic stratifications inside one letter.

5. CONCLUSION

It is hardly surprising that the linguistic output in this kind of
material is a mixture of different varieties of the language. The
writers of this type of letter may have used syntactic formulations
they had learnt, or were used to seeing in letters (or elsewhere), and
at the same time reproduced in writing a form which did not belong
to the standard written form of Latin, such as a phonetic spelling or a
substandard analogical formation. This is not in any way unexpected.
Morphological processes are probably rooted more deeply in the
language processing system, and therefore suppressing vernacular
morphology requires more effort than adhering to syntactic patterns.
These tendencies illuminate well the nature of the linguistic compe-
tence of these writers. One should not label a text as a whole as
colloquial only on the basis of substandard morphology or phonetic
spellings.

37 See Bowman Thomas, Tab. Vindol. 111 628, n. to line 1. The same use is found in
P. Mich. VIII 472, 1. 2.
38 See e.g. Adams, ‘Language’, 103.
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Language Contact and Personal
Names in Early Ptolemaic Egypt*

Brian Muhs

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the most common results of language contact is the appear-
ance of personal names originating in one language within speeches
or texts predominantly of another language. In cases where the
grammar or phonology of the two languages is significantly different,
the personal names may be transformed or translated to fit the
grammar or phonology of the recipient language, or they may simply
be transliterated. The choice of translation or transliteration of the
personal names may depend on a variety of sociolinguistic factors,
such as the competence of individual bilinguals in the originating
and the recipient languages, and the degree to which either translated
or transliterated forms of personal names have been integrated into
the recipient language. This essay will examine the translation and
transliteration of Egyptian personal names into Greek following the
conquest of Egypt by Alexander the Great in 332 Bc, and particularly
in the early Ptolemaic period, between 332 Bc and around 200 Bc.

* A version of this chapter was presented at the ‘Buried Linguistic Treasure’
conference. I would like to thank Trevor Evans and Dirk Obbink for organizing
that event and for inviting me to participate, the other participants for their com
ments and suggestions, and especially Trevor Evans for greatly facilitating my re
search at Oxford in the days preceding the conference. The accentuation of Egyptian
names in Greek follows W. Clarysse, ‘Greek Accents on Egyptian Names’, ZPE 119
(1997), 177 84, except where the reading is explicitly said to be that of the edition.
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2. MODELS OF LANGUAGE CONTACT
AND PERSONAL NAMES

The translation and transliteration of personal names can to some
extent be treated as a special case within the broader discussion of
bilingualism. Many observations on translation and the alternate use of
two languages within the same speech or text can also be applied to the
translation and transliteration of personal names. For example, J. N.
Adams has developed a classificatory system for language alternation
based on sociolinguistic motivations. Having defined apparently con-
scious alternation by individuals presumably fluent in both languages
as code-switching, he then distinguishes several different motivations
for code-switching, such as establishing identity, or making social
commentary: he defines apparently unconscious alternation that oc-
curs as a result of loan-words and phrases that have been thoroughly
integrated into a second language as borrowing, and unconscious
alternation that occurs as a result of a bilingual’s imperfect command
of a second language as interference.! Similar motivations probably also
affected the choice of translation or transliteration of personal names.

Personal names are nonetheless a special case within the discussion
of bilingualism. They are closely tied to personal, local, and ethnic
identity, and hence are often resistant to linguistic change or trans-
lation, and susceptible to code-switching or transliteration. Anna
Morpurgo Davies notes that in the Hellenistic period, Arcadian
Greek names (and titles) tended to preserve linguistic features that
had disappeared elsewhere in the Arcadian dialect under the influ-
ence of Koine Greek.2 Adams notes that personal names associated
with one language, such as Greek, may retain the inflections of that
language when cited in another language, such as Latin. Further-
more, methods of indicating filiation seem to be closely associated
with the personal names to which they are applied, and thus may also
retain the inflections of the language associated with the personal

1 J.N. Adams, Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge, 2003), 18 29 and
297 305.

2 A. Morpurgo Davies, ‘Greek Personal Names and Linguistic Continuity’, in
S. Hornblower and E. Matthews (eds.), Greek Personal Names: Their Value as Evidence
(Oxford, 2000), 15 39 at 23 34.
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names when cited in another language.? Finally, continuity and
change in script seems to play an important role in the choice of
translation or transliteration of personal names. Morpurgo Davies
observes that in Hellenistic Cyprus, Cypriot Greek names written in
the traditional Cypriot syllabic script tended to preserve archaic
linguistic features, but the same names written in alphabetic Greek
show the influence of Koine Greek.* Perhaps continuity in script
encourages conservatism in personal names, whereas shifts in scripts
make personal names more susceptible to translation.

3. LANGUAGE CONTACT AND PERSONAL
NAMES IN EARLY PTOLEMAIC EGYPT

The Egyptian and Greek languages are sufficiently different that
Egyptian personal names could undergo a considerable transform-
ation to fit the grammar of the Greek language. Egyptian was a
language without declensions, in which the grammatical position
of nouns and adjectives was indicated by word-order and prefixed
markers. Greek, on the other hand, primarily relied on declensions to
indicate the grammatical position of nouns and adjectives. The
introduction of Egyptian personal names into Greek therefore
could result either in a translation of the Egyptian names through
the addition of a declensional ending, or in a simple transliteration of
the undeclined Egyptian names.

The Greek and Egyptian languages had been in sustained contact
from the beginning of the Saite Period (664—525 Bc), when the Egyp-
tian pharaohs began to settle Greek-speaking Ionians in Egypt to serve
as mercenaries, and Greek merchants established an emporium in
Naucratis. Consequently, some Egyptian names were introduced into
written Greek already in the inscriptions left by Greek mercenaries at
Abu Simbel, probably in 591 Bc,5 or in Herodotus™ Histories, written in

3 Adams, Bilingualism, 369 80.

4 Morpurgo Davies, ‘Greek Personal Names), 23 34.

5 R. Meiggs and D. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the End of
the Fifth Century Bc, 2nd rev. edn. (Oxford, 1988), 12 13.
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the later fifth century Bc. The preferred treatment of Egyptian names in
both sources was translation.

Contact between the Greek and Egyptian languages undoubtedly
intensified following the conquest of Egypt by Alexander the Great in
332 Bc, and its seizure by his general Ptolemy in 323 Bc, but the
contact was probably unevenly distributed. The satrap and later
king Ptolemy I (305-285 Bc) and his son Ptolemy II (285-246 Bc)
attracted numerous Greek immigrants to Egypt, but very many of
these probably settled in Alexandria, or in the Fayum, where a great
deal of land was being reclaimed.¢ Elsewhere, Greek immigrants were
probably much less common, and Ptolemy I probably had little
choice but to allow lower-ranking Egyptian officials to continue to
conduct much of the local administration in the Egyptian language,
in the script known as Demotic.

The spread of Greek through the local administration began in the
reign of Ptolemy II. Early in his reign, he introduced a poll tax on
males known as the yoke tax.” Then in his 22nd regnal year, that is
263 Bc, Ptolemy II replaced the yoke tax with a nearly universal poll
tax on both males and females known as the salt tax.® These taxes
were necessarily based on censuses, which would have been used by
tax-farmers to estimate tax revenues and to calculate their bids, and
by tax collectors to control the actual tax collection.® At the same
time, these taxes also resulted in innumerable tax receipts issued to
taxpayers to protect them from overzealous tax collectors.l® The
earliest censuses do not seem to have survived, but the earliest
yoke tax receipts are almost exclusively in Demotic.!! After the salt
tax was introduced in 263 Bc, however, bilingual and Greek censuses
and salt-tax receipts appear in increasing numbers.!2 Perhaps this
was the result of the regulations for tax-farming introduced by

6 Census records suggest that ‘ethnic’ Greeks and Greek soldiers may have
constituted more than 30 per cent of the population of the Fayum in the reigns of
Ptolemy II and III; see Clarysse Thompson, ii. 156.

7 B. P. Muhs, Tax Receipts, Taxpayers, and Taxes in Early Ptolemaic Thebes
(Chicago, 2005), 6 8,29 40.

8 Ibid. 8 9, 41 60; Clarysse Thompson, ii. 36 89.

9 Mubhs, Tax Receipts, 13 17; Clarysse Thompson, ii. 10 35.

10 Mubhs, Tax Receipts, 21 3.

11 Ibid. 29 40.

12 For censuses, see Clarysse Thompson, i. For tax receipts, see Muhs, Tax

Receipts, 41 60.
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Ptolemy II between his 22nd and 27th regnal years, preserved in the
Papyrus Revenue Laws (P. Rev.).1? These regulations required tax-
farmers to balance their accounts monthly with higher-ranking
Greek officials (P. Rev., cols. xvi—xxii), which may have encouraged
the use of bilingual or fully Greek censuses and tax receipts. In any
case, after Ptolemy II’s 27th regnal year, that is 258 Bc, a rapidly
growing proportion of the Egyptian onomastic repertoire was being
represented in Greek, much of it presumably for the first time.

4. TRANSLATION AND TRANSLITERATION
OF NAMES IN EARLY PTOLEMAIC EGYPT

The administrative reforms of Ptolemy II required the writing of
large numbers of Egyptian personal names in Greek on census lists
and tax receipts, which resulted in transliteration as well as transla-
tion. Translation and transliteration could and did occur in both
purely Greek and in bilingual Greek and Demotic texts, but for
didactic purposes many of the following examples are drawn from
bilingual Greek and Demotic salt-tax receipts from Upper Egypt.
Comparison of the Greek and Demotic versions of the same names
reveals most clearly the transformations involved in translation or
transliteration. Furthermore, the presence of Demotic on bilingual
texts points to the sociolinguistic context of the scribes.!4

For an example of translation in a bilingual salt-tax receipt from
Thebes, consider the Brooklyn ostracon inv. 12768 1754 (=
P. Brooklyn 32+ Cat. Brookl. Dem. 73), dated to fiscal year 31 of
Ptolemy II, Thoth 21. The transliteration of the Demotic text gives
the taxpayer’s name as D hwty-iw s3 P3-hb, which can be translated
into English as “Thoteu son of Phib’; the Demotic only writes the
consonantal and semi-consonantal skeletons of words, and by Egyp-
tological convention the ‘traditional’ phonetic values of signs are

13 For a new translation of the Greek text see R. S. Bagnall and P. Derow (eds.), The
Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources in Translation (Malden, 2004), 181 95.

14 See B. P. Mubhs, ‘Linguistic Hellenization in Early Ptolemaic Thebes’, in J. Frosén,
T. Purola, and E. Salmenkivi (eds.), Proceedings of the XXIV International Congress of
Papyrology, Helsinki, 1st 7th of August 2004 (Helsinki, 2007), 793 806 at 794 5.
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used for the transliterations rather than their contemporary spoken
values, which can only occasionally be recovered anyway.!> The
relationship between the name and the patronym is indicated by
the filiation-marker s3, ‘son of’, preceding the patronym. In Demotic
texts from the Ptolemaic period these markers were usually either s3
‘son of” or pa ‘the (male) one of’; and either s3.t ‘daughter of” or ta
‘the (female) one of’. The Greek text gives the same taxpayer’s name
as @oredc DPiPioc, that is “Thoteus (son) of Phibis. The Demotic
Dhwty-iw is transformed into the nominative @orevc by the addition
of a sigma, while the Demotic P3-hb is transformed into the genitive
®{Bioc by the addition of -ioc. The use of the genitive form of the
patronym to indicate the relationship between the name and the
patronym is typical of Greek, and can be described as a translation
of the Egyptian.

For an example of transliteration in a bilingual salt-tax receipt from
Thebes, consider the unpublished British Museum ostracon O. BM
EA inv. 20166, dated to fiscal year 30 of Ptolemy II, Pachons 26. It was
issued to the same taxpayer as the previous example. The Demotic
text gives the taxpayer’s name as Dhwiy-iw P3-hb, which can be
translated into English as ‘“Thoteu (son of) Phib’ the same as in the
previous example except that the filiation-marker has been omitted.
The Greek text, however, gives the same taxpayer’s name as Go|rev 7a
@B, that is “Thoteus son of Phib’. This appears to be a representation
in Greek letters of the undeclined Egyptian name, presumably reflect-
ing contemporary pronunciation. Note the presence of an Egyptian
filiation-marker transcribed as ma preceding the patronym, despite
the fact that no filiation-marker was written in Demotic. In spoken
language this interference would be called code-switching, but in
these bilingual Greek and Demotic texts, this terminology becomes
problematic. In such texts, the Demotic script is also a form of code-
switching, visually as well as linguistically, whereas the Egyptian
names written in Greek letters in the middle of a Greek text are a
form of visual translation, though not a linguistic one.16

15 See M. Smith, ‘The Transliteration of Demotic’, Enchoria, 8 (1978), 33 6.

16 Similar examples are O. OIM 19330 ( O. Taxes 38), dated to fiscal year 30 of
Ptolemy II, Epeiph 25, where Apevwt ma @apar ’Imn htp (s3) Pa rt; and O. Bodl.
Gr. Inscr. 1874 ( O. Bodl. 17), dated to fiscal year 30 of Ptolemy II, Thoth 21, where
Borcv|ropn ma [lavwy  Dhwty sdm (s3) Pa wn. The edition reads the taxpayer’s name as
Oorct|ropn ITaddwr  ‘Thotsutmis...” (Demotic and Greek corrected from original).
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For another example of interference in a bilingual salt-tax receipt
from Thebes, consider O. Bodl. Gr. Inscr. 260 (= O. Wilck. 11 1494),17
dated to fiscal year 30 of Ptolemy II, Mesore 9. It was written and
signed in Demotic by the same group of Egyptian scribes as the
previous example. The Demotic text gives the taxpayer’s name as
Pa-iw s3 Twtw, which can be translated into English as ‘Paa son of
Totoe’. The Greek text gives the same taxpayer’s name as Ilaa ma |
Torom, that is ‘Paa son of Totoe. Again, this appears to be a repre-
sentation in Greek letters of the undeclined Egyptian name, presum-
ably reflecting contemporary pronunciation. Note, however, that the
Greek gives the filiation-marker as wa, where the Demotic writes s3.
This may reveal divergence between written Demotic, which pre-
serves the ancient filiation-marker s3, and spoken Demotic, which
apparently used the word ma with the same meaning. The divergence
would not have been obvious to the Egyptians, however, because the
filiation-marker s3 is not written phonetically in Demotic.

Finally, translation and transliteration sometimes occur within the
same bilingual salt-tax receipts from Thebes, as in O. BM 5838 (= O.
Wilck. 11 1337),18 dated to fiscal year 29 of Ptolemy II, Tybi 23. The
Demotic text gives the taxpayer’s name as Pa-‘w s3 P3-mrl3, which
can be translated into English as ‘Paou son of Pabul’ The Greek text
gives the same taxpayer’s name as [laac ma IToBv), that is ‘Paas son of
Pobul’. The final sigma in [ladc is not part of the consonantal
skeleton of the Demotic version of the name Pa-‘w, and is therefore
presumably an attempt to create a nominative, that is translation. Yet
the patronym is indicated by an Egyptian filiation-marker 7 and an
undeclined name, that is by transliteration.1® Such combinations of
translation and transliteration, like the use of Greek letters rather
than Demotic, suggest that the scribes wanted to translate Egyptian
names into Greek, and that the transliteration arose from ignorance

17 The edition reads the taxpayer’s name as [lad Ila|roro7) (Demotic read from
original).

18 The edition reads the taxpayer’s name as ITudc Ilaroy (Demotic read and Greek
corrected from original).

19 Similar examples are O. Ash. GO 108 (  O. Ashm. Shelt. 1), dated to fiscal year
30 of Ptolemy II, Mesore 6, where Apywvc | Ilereiccoc  Hr hnsw s3 P3 ti is.t; and
O. BodLl. Gr. Inscr. 2133 (O. Bodl. I 5), dated to fiscal year 30 of Ptolemy II, Pachons 7,
where Timy AMMoc T3y py ta Il The edition reads the taxpayer’s name as
TerpAdédeoc  “Ti py ta elole’ (Demotic and Greek corrected from original).
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of the correct forms in individual names, rather than deliberate code-
switching.

Transliteration of Egyptian names similar to that in bilingual salt-
tax receipts is also seen in predominantly or purely Greek tax receipts
from Upper Egypt. There is a group of texts described as ‘the oldest
Greek ostraca from Egypt, dating from year 11 to year 18 of an
unnamed king who was probably Ptolemy II.20 Transliteration can
be seen in a payment made mapa Wevvper Apampn ‘from Psenurei
(son of) Harapre’ in O. Leipzig (without number = Archiv, 19, p. 67
§4). Transliteration employing the Egyptian filiation-marker 7o may
be seen in a payment made mapa Cap ma Pocva, ‘from Sam son of
Psosna’ in O. Bodl. Gr. Inscr. 2868 (= O. Bodl I 1), though the
absence of a Demotic version of the name makes certainty impos-
sible.2! Finally, a mixture of translation and transliteration may be
seen in a payment made wapa [ladroc kai XapBog, ‘from Paas and
Kharboph’ in O. Berlin P. 9304 (= BGU VI 1416). Again, the absence
of a Demotic version of the names makes certainty impossible, but a
brief Demotic note giving the amount paid suggests that an Egyptian
scribe may have been responsible for the transliteration.

The transliteration of personal names seen in tax receipts from
Upper Egypt is more common than that seen elsewhere in early
Ptolemaic Egypt. In early Ptolemaic Greek census lists from the
Fayum, translation of names predominates.22 There transliteration
seems to be restricted to the very occasional omission of declensional
endings from names,2? though the frequent use of abbreviations may
make this kind of transliteration seem much rarer than it was.2* In
any case, the use of Egyptian filiation-markers seen in tax receipts
from Upper Egypt seems to be absent from the Fayum. The large and
predominantly Greek archive of Zenon, also from the early Ptolemaic

20 F Uebel, ‘Ostraka aus frithptolemaischer Zeit), Archiv, 19 (1969), 62 73 at 67 73.

21 The editor read mapa Capmd Pocvd, ‘from Sampa (son of) Psosna), which is also
possible.

22 Clarysse Thompson, i. 589 651.

23 Tbid. 616 (24.53, ‘Opmynr for ‘Opmyaroc) is a rare clear example. Ibid. 594
(26.35, ApPic for ApBrcic), 622 (49.208, [Fxvc for IKkvcic), and 625 (6.46, 6.47,
24.175, Ieréywv for Tleréywvcic) are ambiguous examples. They could reflect unde
clined forms, but could also be understood as declined.

24 Abbreviations are normally understood to represent declined forms, but in
many cases could also obscure undeclined forms.
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Fayum, provides a similar picture to that of the Greek census lists
with regard to translation and transliteration.25

Frequent transliteration of personal names was not only restricted
in space to Upper Egypt. It was also restricted in time, to the reign of
Ptolemy IT and the beginning of the reign of Ptolemy III.26 Before the
reign of Ptolemy II, few Greek texts of any kind survive from Egypt.
From the middle of the reign of Ptolemy III onwards, through the
late Ptolemaic and Roman periods, translations of Egyptian names in
Greek became the rule, and omission of declensional endings became
rare, though incorrect declensional endings were common, undoubt-
edly due to recurring interference from Egyptian on bilingual writers
of Greek.?”

5. CONCLUSIONS

It has been shown that Greek texts from the early Ptolemaic Period
represented Egyptian names in a variety of ways. In most cases,
Egyptian names were translated to fit the grammar and phonology
of Greek. In some cases, however, Egyptian names were simply
transcribed in Greek letters, without being adapted to Greek gram-
mar. The latter practice occurred occasionally in the Fayum, and
more frequently in Upper Egypt. In a very few cases, Egyptian
filiation-markers were also transcribed in Greek letters, preceding
undeclined patronyms. This practice is only attested in Upper Egypt,
and is restricted to a handful of scribes. This diversity of representa-
tions of Egyptian names in Greek was relatively short-lived, however,

25 W. Clarysse, ‘Prosopography’, in P. W. Pestman (ed.), A Guide to the Zenon Archive,
with contributions by W. Clarysse et al. (P. L. Bat. XXI; Leiden, 1981), 271 457.

26 ]d., ‘Egyptian Scribes Writing Greek’, CdE 68 (1993), 186 201 at 198.

27 P. Fewster, ‘Bilingualism in Roman Egypt, in J. N. Adams, M. Janse, and
S. Swain (eds.), Bilingualism in Ancient Society: Language Contact and the Written
Word (Oxford, 2002), 220 45 at 235; M. Leiwo, ‘Scribes and Language Variation), in
L. Pietild Castrén and M. Vesterinen (eds.), Grapta Poikila, i (Helsinki, 2003), 1 11 at
3 4;id., ‘Substandard Greek: Remarks from Mons Claudianus), in N. M. Kennell and
J. E. Tomlinson (eds.), Ancient Greece at the Turn of the Millennium: Recent Work and
Future Perspectives, Proceedings of the Athens Symposium 18 20 May 2001 (Athens,
2005), 237 61 at 241 3.
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being largely restricted in the preserved material to the second half of
the reign of Ptolemy II and the beginning of the reign of Ptolemy III.

This sudden diversification in the representation of Egyptian
names in Greek in the reign of Ptolemy II presumably reflects a
sudden increase in language contact in some parts of Egypt. The
Greek and Egyptian languages had been in contact since the begin-
ning of the Saite Period (664—-525 Bc), and the practice of translating
Egyptian names into Greek was established at a very early stage.
Nonetheless, the administrative reforms of Ptolemy II probably
made it necessary for large numbers of Egyptian scribes, who had
previously had very limited contact with Greek, to write large num-
bers of Egyptian personal names in Greek for the first time. Not
surprisingly, a greater amount of transliteration seems to have oc-
curred in Upper Egypt than in the Fayum. At the time of the reforms,
there were probably already large numbers of Greek immigrants in
the Fayum, and thus more Greek scribes and more opportunities for
Egyptian scribes to learn Greek with a greater level of sophistication
than in Upper Egypt.

The renewed predominance of regular translations of Egyptian
names into Greek in the reign of Ptolemy III presumably shows in
turn the effects of education and writing on language contact. The
same administrative reforms of Ptolemy II that stimulated Egyptian
scribes to write Egyptian names in Greek, also gave tax-breaks to
teachers of Greek,28 which may have helped to reduce the language
interference arising from bilingual writers. Furthermore, the very
increase in the writing of Egyptian names in Greek may have helped
to stabilize representations of Egyptian names, by providing increas-
ing numbers of models that other writers could copy. The occurrence
of translation and transliteration in Egyptian names together in the
same texts in the reign of Ptolemy II suggests that scribes wanted to
translate all the names, and that transliterations arose from ignorance
concerning individual names, which would naturally diminish as

28 D. J. Thompson, ‘Literacy and the Administration in Early Ptolemaic Egypt), in
J. H. Johnson (ed.), Life in a Multi Cultural Society: Egypt from Cambyses to Con
stantine and Beyond (Chicago, 1992) 323 6; ead., ‘Literacy and Power in Ptolemaic
Egypt, in A. K. Bowman and G. Woolf (eds.), Literacy and Power in the Ancient World
(Cambridge, 1994), 67 83 at 72 9; also Clarysse Thompson, ii. 125 33.
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more written translations of names became available in the reign of
Ptolemy III.

It would appear, then, that the model of language contact, inter-
ference, and change can indeed be applied to the introduction of
Egyptian personal names into the Greek language in the early Ptol-
emaic period. A sudden increase in contact, prompted by adminis-
trative reforms, led to increased interference. Sociolinguistic factors,
however, primarily education and writing, prevented this interfer-
ence from leading to permanent language change.



12

Bilingualism in Roman Egypt? Exploring the
Archive of Phatres of Narmuthis*

I. C. Rutherford

1. SCRIPT AND LANGUAGE USE
IN ROMAN EGYPT

By the Roman period Greek had gradually replaced Demotic as
the language of administration in Egypt.! Demotic still throve as
the language of Egyptian religion and cultural tradition—‘script
death’2 did not come until the fourth century—but it was probably
practised exclusively by a small number of priests in temples, and all
of them were probably literate in Greek as well.> For most of the
population, as Bagnall puts it, ‘there was no way to have an Egyptian
sentence recorded except to translate it into Greek.# The Demotic
language for its part had proved quite resistant to influence from
Greek: loan words show up in only a small number of contexts,’ and

* Aversion of this chapter was also presented at the multilingualism colloquium at
Oxford in September 2006. I thank all those who commented on either version,
especially Roger Bagnall, John Lee, and Sebastian Richter.

1 See N. Lewis, ‘The Demise of the Demotic Document: When and Why, JEA 79
(1993),276 81;R.S. Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton, 1993),236 7;B. Mubhs,
‘The Grapheion and the Disappearance of Demotic Contracts in Early Roman Tebtynis
and Soknopaiou Nesos), in S. Lippert and M. Schentuleit (eds.), Tebtynis und Soknopaiou
Nesos: Leben im romerzeitlichen Fajum (Wiesbaden, 2005), 93 104.

2 For ‘script death’, see S. Houston, J. Baines, and J. Cooper, ‘Last Writing: Script
Obsolescence in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Mesoamerica, CSSH 45 (2003), 430 79.

3 Bagnall, Egypt, 241.

4 Ibid. 238.

5 W. Clarysse, ‘Greek Loan Words in Demotic), in S. P. Vleeming (ed.), Aspects of
Demotic Lexicography (Leuven, 1987), 9 33.
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it is possible that written Demotic was rather conservative in com-
parison to the form of Egyptian used in everyday speech.6 The
primary sign of bilingualism—code-switching—is conspicuous by
its absence in Demotic texts, except occasionally in magical papyri.”

This makes it all the more surprising that when Coptic emerges,
around Ap 300, it has such a conspicuously large element of Greek
colouring: not just the script, but the vocabulary and even the syntax.
Where does this come from? one might ask. The answer is that
popular spoken Egyptian was probably developing alongside the
more conservative written Demotic without leaving much evidence
for its existence. So we need to postulate at least three levels of script
and language use:

(a) Greek, which was widely spoken even in the villages,® and which
was the exclusive language for administration;

(b) Demotic, which is by this time wholly or mostly a written
phenomenon, confined to temples, and which shows little inter-
ference from Greek

(¢) Spoken Egyptian, which must already have included a good deal
of interference from Greek.

2. THE DEMOTIC OSTRACA FROM NARMUTHIS

It might be thought that the dossier of the ‘Old Coptic’ texts—a
group of texts written in an expanded alphabet representing a form
of Egyptian somewhere between Demotic and Coptic and dating
from the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman periods—would provide

6 J. Ray, ‘How Demotic is Demotic?), in E. Bresciani (ed.), Acta Demotica: Acts of
the Fifth International Conference for Demotists (Pisa, 4th 8th September 1993) (
Egitto e Vicino Oriente 17; Pisa, 1994), 251 64.

7 Possibly a thorough survey of the evidence would reveal instances of syntactic
and stylistic interference, but there is not much. For cases in Demotic letters see now
M. Depauw, The Demotic Letter: A Study of Epistolographic Scribal Traditions against
their Intra and Intercultural Background (Sommerhausen, 2006), 294 8. Some things
in the magical papyri look like code switching, but of a special, ritual sort; see
J. Dieleman, Priests, Tongues, and Rites: The London Leiden Magical Manuscripts
and Translation in Egyptian Ritual (100 300 cg) (Leiden, 2005).

8 Bagnall, Egypt, 240 6.
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an insight into popular Egyptian before Coptic, but, as has been
pointed out, these texts (like Demotic in general) seem to be largely
lacking in Greek coloration.® Another clue about the pre-history of
Coptic is provided by an archive of Demotic ostraca from Narmuthis
in the Fayum, which contain embedded within them Greek words
written in alphabetic script. Half a century ago Donadoni suggested
that these ostraca reflected bilingualism,!0 and more recently Bres-
ciani and Pintaudi have argued that they show the influence of a
‘profoundly mixed culture’, and ‘cultural bilingualism’.1!

Understanding of these bigraphic texts was somewhat held up by
the delay in their publication. Bresciani, Pernigotti, and Betro pub-
lished a small batch of school exercises in 1983 (O. Narm. Dem. 1,
containing nos. 1-33), and another set was published in 1997 by
Paolo Gallo, comprising temple accounts and various other things
(O. Narm. Dem. II, containing nos. 34-99). Because of the limited
range of the published ostraca it has been possible to argue that the
Narmuthis texts are not evidence for bilingualism, but rather for the
playful whimsy of the temple scribes. Some of them clearly do reflect
a school environment, such as O. Narm. Dem. 1 27, which consists of
three disconnected sentences, the first of which recommends regular
study over a twenty-four-year period, while the second describes the
benefits of making correct astrological predictions. This ostracon,
cited and translated by Fewster, is described by her as a ‘standardly
irritating piece of moralising, probably dictated to some hapless
trainee temple-scribes’!2 This interpretation might also be thought
to apply to the difficult O. Narm. Dem. 1 5, which she also cites, and
which its first editors interpreted as:

bniw=/jsh/shwin/n(n)sh/kj dd eirj/ crigwe| e

I will not write in the writing of Greek writing. Another thing, I make
cridw. 5 5.

9 H. Satzinger, ‘Old Coptic in A. S. Atiya (ed.), The Coptic Encyclopaedia, viii
(New York, 1991), 169 75; Bagnall, Egypt, 238.

10 See S. Donadoni, ‘Il greco di un sacerdote di Narmuthis’, Acrme, 8 (1955), 73 83.

11 E. Bresciani and R. Pintaudi, ‘Textes démotico grecs et gréco démotiques des
ostraca de Medinet Madi: un probleme de bilinguisme’, in Vleeming, Aspects of
Demotic Lexicography, 123 6.

12 P, Fewster, ‘Bilingualism in Roman Egypt’, in J. N. Adams, M. Janse, and S. Swain
(eds.), Bilingualism in Ancient Society: Language Contact and the Written Word
(Oxford, 2002), 220 45 at 223.
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The embedded Greek infinitive crigew (the basic meaning of which
is ‘to contract’) was interpreted by the first editors as ‘be stubborn),
which would be a lighthearted protest, or perhaps the teacher is pre-
empting the protest of his students. That meaning for Greek cri¢w
is, however, unattested. This ostracon was reinterpreted by Gallo (O.
Narm. Dem. 11 96) as:

¥/ jlshwin nl kt mtiiry/ crigw ele

Letters written in Greek. Another thing. Be concise. 5 5.

Although there is no precise parallel for the verb in this sense, Gallo’s
interpretation of c7d¢w seems more plausible: the writer is urged to
contract his letters to fit the potsherd.!> Whatever it means (and it is
probably impossible to know), it need have nothing to do with the
preceding sentence. Angiolo Menchetti recently published a new set
of ostraca from Narmuthis, including one which makes a different
joke about learning to write Greek:!4

¢ | Cadlov bw ir rh=f sh / winn iw=f/ ir Bomopicriv | hn n3 tmj(?) iw=f/hp n
tr.t sb(3) mnj .

10 Salios does not know how to write in Greek. He earns a living in the
villages (?) teaching himself in secret everyday. 10

The embedded Greek infinitive Biomopicreiv (‘to earn a living’) is
attested in a later Greek literary text.1® It is perhaps a good comment
on the relationship between Greek and Egyptian in this period, and
the eventual success of Greek, that the very idea of ‘making a living’ is
more easily expressed in Greek than in Egyptian.

3. BILINGUALISM AND BIGRAPHISM IN
THE ARCHIVE OF PHATRES

One would be forgiven for thinking that the Narmuthis Ostraca were
all about bored Egyptian scribes finding innovative ways to stimulate
the teaching of Greek, but the picture is now a little different, since

13 Gallo supports this from the use of the verb cré¢w in Dionysius, DCV 15. 12,
but there the application is to sound which grates on the ear.

14 A, Menchetti, ‘Esercizi scolastici in demotico, da Medinet Madi (II)’, EVO 26
(2003), 22 31, at 26 7.

15 Aes. Fab. 56. (I) 3 Hausrath Hunger.
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the publication of the new batch (O. Narm. Dem. 111, containing nos.
100-88) by Menchetti, which appeared in 2005. Menchetti’s ostraca
constitute the archive of one particular scribe, whose name was
Phatres (P3-htr), and they document his legal problems over a period
of years, around ap 200. The ostraca are numbered, which gives us a
degree of control over the material. But, needless to say, there are still
lots of problems in interpretation. Hardly any of them is entirely
clear, and some of them are almost entirely obscure. About half have
aword or two written in Greek script; some proper names are written
in Greek script as well. Apart from the latter, the correlation between
script and language is watertight.

3.1. Greek Words

In all, excluding the proper names, we have about one hundred
Greek words, most of them nouns or verbs in the infinitive; there
are a few adjectives, very few prepositions, and no conjunctions.
Usually the Greek words occur in isolation, though there are a couple
of cases where several Greek words occur together, for example in
O. Narm. Dem. 111 160:

iw=fir un|vov éx ma|patoyicp|od évaxa | 706 AMjuarolc

He denounces (i.e. pnview) from deception on account of his temper.

Spelling is more often than not in line with standard Greek of
the period, though there are systematic irregularities: infinitives
end in -w rather than -ew, for example, and voiced stops sometimes
appear as unvoiced.’6 Sometimes the Demotic text seems to imply
awareness of the grammatical form of Greek words, and sometimes it
does not. Feminine nouns in Greek sometimes have a feminine
definite article in Egyptian, for example (3 é¢éracic in no. 108, 3
mpécodoc in no. 132). On the other hand, to use a Greek noun in the
plural, the writer generally uses the singular of the Greek noun with a
Demotic plural definite article (13 dpywv in no. 104; n3 émrypnric

16 For the former see Gignac, Grammar, i. 189 90; for the latter ibid. i. 76 85.
Some other examples: ¢edAy for ¢udAar in no. 118; dyaudve for fymudre in no. 123;
wevv( ) for uyvo( ) in no. 179.
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in no. 121; n3e=f uyjvvcw in no. 175). Awareness of Greek grammat-
ical case is also hit and miss.1”

Generally speaking, the Greek words are drawn from legal and
technical administration. For example, we have several words for
‘register’: dmoypdpw (no. 147); karaywpllw (no. 130); wapaypdpw
(no. 135).18 There are numerous legal terms, such as avfaipécipoc
(no. 156), ‘claim’ (not in LS]); d8ixéw/avradikéw (no. 167), ‘commit/
repay an injustice’; dvrippncic (passim), ‘counter declaration’;
évéyvpov (no. 130), éveyvpacia (no. 128), ‘guarantee’; urjvucic (pas-
sim), ‘denunciation’. There are also some from the financial sphere,
such as Suacrody (no. 121), ‘payment’; Siacroducdv (no. 128), ‘order
of payment’; éprolaBia (= épyodafia, no. 122), ‘contract of labour’;
kiwerdprov (no. 169), ‘casket’; dvoudcia (no. 127), ‘audit’ (not in LSJ);
cucraTicéy (no. 112), ‘letter of procurement’. The use of such Greek
words within Demotic texts is a vivid reminder that by the Roman
period Greek was the only language for administration in Egypt.1®

3.2. Syntactic Accommodation of Greek Words

As far as syntax is concerned, a particularly common pattern is for a
Greek verb or verbal noun to be used in a sort of periphrastic
construction. There are several types:

(a) A Greek infinitive can be used with the Demotic auxiliary ir
(‘make’). We have seen an example of this already in ir Biomopicriv
above. (The infinitive is always written -w, not —ew, and always in the
present tense form, usually the active, though a few middles also occur.)
For example, in no. 103, the first in the collection, Pachrates complains:

w3h n3he p3 tmj ir Sudkw n.im=j

The people of the village prosecuted me.

The initial base w3h gives a perfect sense, with the syntactic structure:
Base + Subject + ir 4 Greek Infinitive + Optional Object
Again in no. 114, 1l. 3-4:

17 Some examples: Capamiwy INovriwy (‘Sarapion son of Ploution’) in no. 114;
smnpérnc (for dative) in no. 116; dyaudve (fjynuéve) Cepyriavde in no. 123.

18 Note also dypagpoc (no. 170), dvamdypadpoc (no. 172), ‘unregistered’; opuéypapoc
(no. 170), ‘conforming to the original’

19 Lewis, ‘Demise’, 280.
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w3h Capamriwv TNovriwy ir elcavicélw bk Hpj
Sarapion son of Ploution denounced Sokonopi.

Notice that the periphrastic verb takes direct object in this case
without any preceding preposition 7. Another is no. 160, where the
circumstantial present ‘base’ iw is followed by subject pronoun -f,
then ir+4 Greek infinitive. (The ostracon with the Greek verb
Bromopucriv seems to have this construction also.)

(b) The second form is ir + verbal noun in -cic. This is rarer; ir
wijrucie in no. 117 is one case. (This is with a different verbal base $-ir,
which is a feature in which the Demotic of these ostraca is more like
Coptic than Demotic.)2° So in no. 111:

W3h=W ir dﬂ'épndcw Tpﬁzf)ov 6 Kal C(IPGJTL/LL)V

They put in difficulty Tryphon called also Sarapion.
In no. 112:

tw=j ir | karaxdpi|cw hn shn.tr.t

I register some documents. ..

Here Menchetti restores xaraywpi{w, since { and c are often con-
fused in papyri.2! Notice, however, that the consequence of that is
that the infinitive and the accusative of the -ci.c noun had become in
some cases identical in this form of Greek.

(¢) The third form is tj + verbal noun; #j means ‘give’ (¢ +
infinitive is ¢). This form is commonly manifested by #j wivvcw,
‘make a denunciation’, as in no. 143.22

(d) The fourth form is ir 4+ a noun other than a verbal noun. So for
example ir dxélovfov in no. 132 or ir drodovfia in no. 133: “follow
through, comply with’. In Greek you can say motd drxdlovfa with the
same sense, so one could argue that ir dxdlovfov is a calque.??

20 See S. Pernigotti, ‘Il “copto” degli ostraka di Medinet Madi} in Atti del XVII
Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia, ii (Naples, 1984), 787 91.

21 See Gignac, Grammar, i. 123.

22 Greek verbal nouns in cwc can also be used as the object of other Demotic verbs,
e.g. hb n3e fusvvcw (no. 175), ‘hasten his denunciations’.

23 Other examples: no. 112: m s3 p3 ir cvcrarwcdy, ‘after I prepared a letter of
procurement’; no. 130: tw  j ir évéyupon, I make a pledge’; no. 127 wah fir vopacia,
‘he made a review’; no. 166: ir kapminy ( kapmelav), ‘gather income’; cf. O. Narm.
Dem. 128, 1. 3: ir dywrin ( dywy)), ‘bring a legal action’.
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(e) Fifth, ir + an adjective (meaning ‘become x’). The one in-
stance of this is ir dgarjc (no. 143), which means ‘he became
invisible, he didn’t show’. This seems to replicate the Greek idiom
dparijc éyévero, which occurs in Demotic papyri, so this too could
almost be seen as a calque.

The five types of verbal periphrasis distinguished here form the
basis for a sort of syntactic rule about how Narmuthian Demotic
deals with Greek: if an idea to be expressed in Greek is verbal, you use
a Greek verbal noun, or sometimes a non-verbal noun, supported by
a Demotic auxiliary verb. What were the alternatives? Well, the
Egyptian speaker might have tried to use the form of the Greek
verb appropriate to the Egyptian context, third plural present indi-
cative active or whatever; or he could have used some form of the
verb, perhaps the stem, and treated it just like a Demotic verb, so that
there would be no need for the auxiliary. That is, instead of base +
subject + ir + Greek infinitive, we should have just base + subject +
Greek infinitive. This pattern may in fact be present in no. 157, where
the Greek verb immediately follows the base; Menchetti actually
restores ir in front of a Greek infinitive, normalizing it:

iw=n (ir) upiv (= pyrdew)

But perhaps no. 157 has a different syntax. However that may be, it is
clear that the normal pattern in Narmuthian Demotic is the peri-
phrastic construction of auxiliary ir + infinitive.

So what are we to make of the code-switching idiolect of Phatres?
Is this a sign of ‘profoundly mixed culture’, a testament to ‘cultural
bilingualism’, or are the relevant texts to be explained as scribal
exercises, like some others among the ostraca from Narmuthis?
There seem to be three main points here:

First, on the semantic side Greek is an established part of Phatres’
linguistic repertoire, and the Greek words that he uses tend to be
ones connected with legal process and administration, which are
precisely the areas of Egyptian life that had become exclusively the
province of the Greek language in this period.

Secondly, his usage is highly regular; for example, in the ninety
ostraca he uses ir + Greek infinitive in a perfective sentence intro-
duced by w3h some ten times. The regularity of the structure suggests
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Table 12.1. Perfective w3h clauses with ir + Greek infinitive in Phatres

103 w3h S ir Sudrkw (6]
114 w3h S ir elcayyélw (0]
123 w3h ir corywply

135 w3h S ir mapaypddy

145 w3h S ir mapaypdpw (6]
147 w3h ir amoypdpechar (0]
148 w3h ir mapaypddw (6]
167 w3h ir ATy (@)
167 w3h ir avraTikiv

167 w3h ir aTikiy (6]

to me that Phatres’ code-switching is not just a grammatical game,
but a stable part of his linguistic repertoire. (See Table 12.1.)

Third, another factor which seems to support this is that these
bilingual periphrases seem to look forward to a common pattern in
Coptic.2* One of the commonest auxiliaries in Coptic (at least in
Bohairic Coptic) is ep, ‘make’, and this is systematically used to intro-
duce originally Greek verbs:25 e.g. ep-mcTeyIN, €p-AOKIMAZIN,
ep-TiapaBeNIN. This structure is not found equally in all Coptic
dialects, occurring in Bohairic but not in Sahidic.26 And surely the
likeliest explanation for this parallel between Coptic and Narmuthian
Demotic is that such periphrastic constructions with Egyptian auxiliary
and Greek infinitive were established in ordinary speech in this period,
at least in certain parts of Egypt.?

4. CONCLUSION

It would be a short step from here to drawing the conclusion that the
Narmuthis ostraca reproduced popular bilingual speech patterns,

24 The fullest list of these verbs is in L. C. Stern, Koptische Grammatik (Leipzig,
1880), §491.

25 Ibid., §331; see now C. Reintges, ‘Code Mixing Strategies in Coptic Egyptian,
LingAeg 9 (2001), 193 237.

26 On this see R. Kasser, ‘Vocabulary, Copto Greek’, in Atiya, Coptic Encyclopaedia,
viii, 215 22 at 220, who talks of Copto Greek ‘pseudo verbs’ like A1 yopmn for
woppoiiclar and Armm for AvmeicOac

27 This observation was first made, as far as I know, in Bresciani et al., O. Narm.
Dem. 1 33, 1. 29 n. Notice the argument in Pernigotti, ‘Il “copto”’, that the form of
Demotic in the Narmuthis ostraca is on the way to becoming Coptic.
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even though the Demotic script would have been obscure to most
Egyptians. To accept this, we should have to believe that the Demotic
of the ostraca was close to contemporary popular Egyptian, but in
fact it seems likely that it is much more conservative than that, even
though it may contain some intimations of Coptic.28 It would there-
fore be safer to conclude that the use of the embedded Greek words
in the Narmuthis ostraca may reflect the use of Greek vocabulary in
popular Egyptian, though the Demotic they are embedded in need
not reflect popular speech.

Phatres’ scribal practice is still puzzling, not just because of the
inherent complexity of bigraphism, which demands a greater skill
from the reader than writing in one script alone, but also because the
use of Demotic for administrative purposes is by this period highly
anomalous. The explanation for this choice of script is likely to be
that these scribes were caught between a sentimental attachment to
Demotic and the practical need to use Greek vocabulary for admin-
istrative purposes. It might have been more straightforward to aban-
don Demotic entirely, but given that that was ruled out, they had to
find some way of incorporating Greek technical vocabulary within it,
which meant either (a) citing Greek words in Greek script or (b)
using Demotic transliterations of Greek words; (a) seems to have
been felt to be more acceptable than (). The bigraphism attested in
the Narmuthis ostraca should thus be seen not merely as playful
school exercises, but rather as a serious, though ultimately unsuc-
cessful, experiment in forging a new composite script suited to the
bicultural environment of Roman Egypt. In the end, the best strategy
for that purpose proved to be the one already intimated in the
various ‘Old Coptic’ texts, namely that of devising a new expanded
alphabet which could easily accommodate both native Egyptian and
Greek borrowings into Egyptian, but that was not to happen for
another century.

28 See ibid.; also Ray, ‘Demotic’, 257.
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Latin Influence and Greek
Request Formulae*

Eleanor Dickey

1. INTRODUCTION

The writers of Greek papyrus letters make use of a number of
standardized polite request formulae. Two of these expressions,
épwrd T ask’ and maparadd ‘T beg, show features characteristic of
Latinisms and are probably translations of the Latin polite request
formulae rogo and oro.

2. THE REQUEST FORMULA épwrad

The request formula épwrd is common in letters of certain periods,
with more than a hundred examples attested before the fourth
century AD. It functions with another verb to provide a more polite
alternative to the use of that other verb in the imperative; for
example:

1. P. Mich. VIII 498, 1l. 17 19, ii AD

kal épwTd, A0eAdé, avlopoloyijcal ce 7 Poddw éav adTd ypddyc.

* T am grateful to J. N. Adams, Philomen Probert, Trevor Evans, and the other
participants in the ‘Buried Linguistic Treasure’ conference for their suggestions,
encouragement, and advice.
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And 1 ask, brother, that you make acknowledgement to Rufus if you write
to him.

The double sense of English ‘ask’, which can mean both ‘enquire’ and
‘request, obscures the extent to which this usage is alien to the
classical language. In classical Greek the verb épwrdw can only
mean ‘ask’ in the sense of ‘enquire), never in the sense of ‘request’
(cf. LS] s.v.). For example:

2. Plato, Rep. 487 £

épwrdc, v § éyd, épdrTnpa deduevov dmorpicewc 8¢ elkdvoc Aeyopévmc.

I said, ‘You are asking a question that needs an answer spoken in the form of
a comparison.

The development of the post-classical meaning of épwrdw was influ-
enced by the Latin use of rogare, which always conveyed both the
‘enquire’ and ‘request’ senses of English ‘ask’ Such influence is
indicated by the fact that épwrdw in the sense of ‘request’ first occurs
in literal translations from Latin in the late second century Bc and
only gradually spread to naturally produced Greek. Both the first two
occurrences of this usage come from Roman senatus consulta,! a type
of document that had a tendency to a particularly literal type of
translation. Decrees of the Roman senate were always composed in
Latin in the first instance, but when they pertained to Greek cities
they were then translated into Greek before being sent out from
Rome; the resulting translations were uniform in character and
seem to have come from a central office with a consistent translation
policy.2 The translation staff clearly favoured fidelity to the original
over the creation of elegant Greek prose, to the extent that ‘the
translators slavishly reproduced each word of the Latin, so that at
times the Greek becomes intelligible only when the Latin idiom is
uppermost in the mind’3

1 They are fpdrycav, no. 15. 56 in R. K. Sherk, Roman Documents from the Greek
East: senatus consulta and epistulae to the Age of Augustus (Baltimore, 1969), from
112 Bc, and 7Jpdirycev, ibid. no. 48. 3, from 88/7 Bc; on the former see also E. Garcia
Domingo, Latinismos en la Koiné: en los documentos epigraficos desde el 212 a. ].C.
hasta el 14 d. ].C. (Burgos, 1979), 443.

2 Sherk, Roman Documents, 13.

3 Ibid. 7, cf. 13 19.
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It is easy to see why a translator would have used épwrdw for
‘request’ under such circumstances. Latin rogare means both ‘en-
quire’ and ‘request, and in the second century Bc the former mean-
ing seems to have been much more common than the latter one.# The
obvious Greek verb for translating rogare in the sense of ‘enquire’ was
épwTdw, and once an equivalence between the two verbs had been
established in the more common sense of rogare, it would have been
natural for a slavishly literal translation to use the same Greek verb
for all occurrences of rogare, whatever their sense.

The fact that the early examples of épwrdw for ‘request’ come from
senatus consulta has two important implications. Since the surviving
senatus consulta represent only a tiny fraction of what was originally
produced,’ the uniform translation system for these documents makes
it overwhelmingly likely that the two examples that happen to be
preserved are not the only ones that originally existed. Probably many
more decrees contained this use of épwrdw, diffusing it to a wide variety
of Greek-speaking cities. Moreover, every example that existed would
have been highly visible: inscribed on stone, set up in a public place,
and carrying with it all the authority of the Roman government.
A usage introduced in this fashion would have had a much better
chance of being adopted into the Greek language than mistranslations
normally have, and the fact that the verb épwrdw acquired the sense
‘request’ in naturally produced Greek by the beginning of the first
century ADS suggests that this is indeed what happened.

The use of the first person singular épwrd as a polite request
formula could in theory have arisen within Greek once the new
meaning of the verb was established, without any further Latin
influence. The chronology of its appearance, however, suggests that
this is not what happened. Whereas third-person forms of the verb
are rare in the papyri and mean only ‘enquire’ till the end of the
first century Bc,” the first person singular épwrd is comparatively

4 Examination of the use of rogare in six plays each of Plautus and Terence yields
95 examples of the verb, of which 78% mean ‘enquire’ and 22% ‘request’.

5 Sherk, Roman Documents, 5.

6 e.g. nparrnca (P. Tebt. 11 409, 1. 4) from AD 5, Hpdrrycer (P. Oxy. IV 746, 1. 5) from
AD 16.

7 The complete list of third person forms that I can find down to the end of i BC is:
épwtwuévov (UPZ1 120, 1. 1, ii BC), Hpdrycav (UPZ1 120, L. 9, ii BC), jpdrrycev (P
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common, and has a different meaning, from its very first appearance
in the papyri: it is found six times in papyri of the first century Bc,
always with the meaning ‘request’.?

In the first century ap, when the new meaning of the verb first
appears in third-person forms, 23 of the 50 examples in the papyri of
the meaning ‘request’ are in the first person singular form épwr®,
while in the same century none of the five preserved examples of the
verb meaning ‘enquire’ are in that form. There was thus a dispro-
portionate tendency to use the new meaning in the first person
singular, and that was the form in which the new meaning seems to
have entered the papyri in the first place; under those circumstances
it would be odd if the usage in the first person singular were an
outgrowth of the usage in other forms.

A more likely course of development is that some Greek speakers
felt the need for a polite request formula equivalent to Latin rogo, and
since they recognized épwrdw as the natural equivalent of rogare, they
translated rogo with épwrd. The usage then caught on and probably
provided part of the impetus for the spread of the ‘request’ meaning
of other forms of épwrdaw.

This hypothesis is supported by the constructions with which
épwra is found. Epwrd with requests often takes the infinitive, as®

3. P. Mich. VIII 465, 11. 29 30, ii AD

epwtd 8¢ ce moAa. T wku[pllav wov TovAlav w[n]0eév Avmriv

And I ask you very much not to grieve my lady Julia in anything.

This is of course not a construction that classical writers would have
used with any form of épwrdw, since it is an indirect command rather
than an indirect question, and the latter was the only construction a

Tor. Choach. 11 bis, 1. 34, ii Bc), [9]pdrycav (BGU VIII 1877, 1. 5, 1 BC), épwrnbévra
(BGU IV 1141, 1. 44, i BC); all these clearly mean ‘enquire’ Second person forms in
the same period are épwrijcaca (P. Erasm. 118, 1. 2, ii BC), épwrijcerc (BGUIV 1195, L.
2,1Bc), épwrnbeic (P. Oxy. VII 1061, L. 10, i BC); the first of these means ‘enquire’, the
second probably has the same sense but is too close to lacunae to be certain, and the
third (which is attached to a command and therefore functions like épwrd) means
‘request’. There are also the first person aorists Hpdrnyca at P. Oxy. VII 1061, L. 19 (i
BC) and SB VI 9564, 1. 2 (i Bc); the first of these probably means ‘enquire’, and the
meaning of the second is uncertain owing to lacunae in the papyrus.

8 The examples are P. Wash. Univ. I1 106, 1l. 5, 7 (18 Bc), BGU IV 1141.9 (13 BC),
P. Oxy. IV 744, 11. 6, 13 (1 BC), SB VI 9564, 1. 4 (i BC).

9 Other examples include P. Herm. 1,1. 3 (i ap), P. Mich. XII 656, 1. 3 (i ap), SBVI
9271,1. 11 (i ii AD), P. Berl. Leihg. 110,1. 3 (ii D), P. Giss. 71, 1. 4 (ii AD), P. Mich. VIII
465, 1. 23 (ii AD).
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verb of enquiring could govern. Otherwise, however, it is unobjec-
tionable by the standards of Greek syntax: the infinitive is the
expected construction for a verb of requesting to take.

But épwrd with requests frequentlyl® takes two other construc-
tions, both of which are more surprising: the imperative and the
subjunctive (usually introduced by {va). For example:!!

4. P. Mich. VIII 491, 11. 9 10, ii AD
épwTd ce ody, TP, ceavTy) mpdcexe, undev dictale wepl éuod

Therefore I ask you, mother, take care of yourself, don’t worry at all about me.

5. P. Brem. 17,1.. 5 8, ii aD

D U S, , o ) A .
kal viv épwtd iva dc dmécyov Blolnbicne, dmwe dmadayd TovTwy TV
peTedpwy

And now I ask that you help as you promised, so that I may be delivered
from this suspense.

These constructions cannot be justified in terms of Greek syntax,
either classical or Koine. Indirect commands in the papyri, like those
in classical Greek, normally take an infinitive; for example ¢ ‘1
ask’, which is also commonly used as a polite request formula in the
early Roman period, almost always takes an infinitive in the papyri.'2
But both the use of the imperative and that of the subjunctive have
exact parallels in the constructions used with rogo in informal Latin
from a wide range of periods:13

10 The exact frequency with which the different constructions are found is impossible
to ascertain because of a tendency towards confusion between infinitive and imperative
resulting from confusion between e and ac. But if one takes the most conservative
position possible and counts all ambiguous forms as infinitives, 46% of the examples of
épwrd from i BC to ii AD (excluding those in which there is no dependent verb or its
construction is doubtful) use constructions other than the infinitive.

11 QOther examples with imperative include P. Col. VIII 215, 1. 15 (i ii AD), P. Mich.
VIII 487, 1. 11 (ii AD), P. Wisc. 11 72, 1. 23 (ii AD), P. Wiirzb. 11 21a, 1. 12 (ii Ap), SBVI
9636, 1. 7 (ii AD), O.Claud. 1 145, 1. 5 (ii AD); other examples with subjunctive include
P. Turner 18, 1. 10 (i Ap), SBV 7600, 1. 4 (i ap), VI 9122, 1. 3 (i AD), P. Mich. VII1 475, 1.
10 (ii aD), O. Claud. 1 152, 1. 8 (ii AD), I 156, 1. 5 (ii AD).

12 A calculation following the method in n. 10 indicates that only 1% of examples
of aéud from 1 BC to ii AD take constructions other than the infinitive.

13 Rogo can also take a subjunctive not preceded by ut; it is difficult to tell whether
this possibility exists in Greek as well, owing to spelling confusions that make most
subjunctives indistinguishable from future indicatives, which can be freely used
instead of the imperative in Roman period Greek.
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6. Cicero, Att. 2. 24. 5

qua re, ut Numestio mandavi tecum ut ageret, item atque eo, si potest, acrius
te rogo ut plane ad nos advoles.

Therefore, as I asked Numestius to do, so do I likewise and, if possible, more
keenly ask that you simply fly to us.

7. Decimus Brutus in Cic. Fam. 11. 26
rogo te, videte quibus hominibus negotium detis qui ad me legiones adducant.

I ask you, be careful which men you give the job of bringing me the legions.

8. Tab. Vindol. 11 255, 11. 6 8, ii AD
rogo ut ea quae ussibus puerorum meorum opus sunt mittas mihi
I ask that you send me the things that are necessary for the use of my boys.

9. Tab. Vindol. 11 343, 1l. 14 15, ii AD
ita rogo quam primum aliquit (denariorum) mi mitte.

So I ask you, send me some (money) as soon as possible.

The only plausible explanation for the frequent use of these construc-
tions with épwrd is that they were adopted along with the usage itself
from Latin rogo. It is therefore notable that they are the only con-
structions the new usage of épwr@ could take in the first century Bc;
the infinitive is not attested until the first century Ap.!# The infinitive,
of course, is not normally used with rogo to make requests in Latin; its
use is the result of an integration of the new usage of épw7a into the
standard grammar of Greek. By the second century ap that integra-
tion had taken place to such an extent that the infinitive was probably
the most common of the three constructions.!

3. THE REQUEST FORMULA 7mapakald

Another polite request formula that starts in the first century Bc!6
and then becomes common in letters is mapaxald, of which more

14 The documents from i Bc have the imperative with épw7d at P. Oxy. IV 744,1. 6
and SB VI 9564, 1. 4, and the subjunctive at P. Wash. Univ. 11 106, 1l. 5, 7, P. Oxy. IV
744, 1. 13; there is no dependent verb at BGU IV 1141, L. 9.

15 The exact number of infinitives is once again impossible to establish, but by this
period wholly unambiguous infinitive forms (e.g. ew) are common enough with
épwr to make this statement true.

16 The examples from this century are BGU VIII 1871, 1. 6 (57 56 Bc), BGU VIII
1874,1.9 (70 69 or 41 40 BC), P. Amst. 188, 1. 8 (89 or 2 B, cf. E. Dickey, ‘The Greek
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than a hundred examples are attested before the fourth century
AD. This verb, traditionally translated ‘T beg’ when used as a request
formula, functions much like épwr@. For example:

10. P. Oxy. LIX 3992, 1. 6 9, ii AD

kal viv 70 adTo moid kal waplalkadd cuyyvaval pot € ujTw TH adTy) Kuple
NV Témouda Tpaynudria.

And now I do the same thing [i.e. greet family] and beg you to forgive me if I
have not yet sent any sweets to this same lady of ours.

Once again, the word’s meaning when used as a request formula is
different from its classical meaning. In classical Attic maparadd has
two meanings, ‘invite’ and ‘exhort, encourage’; in the latter it can
take an infinitive in indirect command. For example:

11. Aeschines 1. 24
mapakadel émi 7o Bipa kal mpoTpémer Smunyopeiv

He invites him to the platform and urges him to speak.

12. Xen. Anab. 5. 6. 19

BovAerar yap Eevopdv kal fudc mapakadel, émeldav éNOy Ta mloia, TéTE
elmeiv éfalpvnc 1) cTpaTid. ..

for Xenophon wishes [this] and exhorts us, as soon as the ships come, to say
at once to the army...

Though the difference in meaning between ‘beg’ and ‘exhort’ may
seem minor to us, to a Greek it was significant enough to put
mapaxald ‘beg’ on a par with épwrd ‘request’ as a non-Attic usage.
Ps.-Hermogenes condemns the use of both waparald and épwrd as
request formulae, on the grounds that both require non-Attic mean-
ings of the words:

13. Ps. Hermogenes, Ilept uefédov dewdrnroc 3

s S s € . A s v ooy
drvplav pév, ofov, éav eimy Tic “épwtd kal mapakadd” dvri Tol Séopay
s ’ N - A . , Vgs
axvpw. elpnke TO pev yap mapakalelv 1) kaleilv éctw 1) mpotpémeclai, 1o b€

, /
épwrdv muvfdvecOor.

Address System of the Roman Period and its Relationship to Latin’, CQ? 54 (2004),
494 527 at 516 n. 74), BGU IV 1141, 1. 10 (13 Bc), P. Oxy. IV 744, 1. 6 (1 BC), BGU
VIII 1875, 11. 92, 25 (i BC), BGU XIV 2419, 1. 5 (i BC).
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Improper usage: for example, if someone says épwrd ral mapakald instead
of 8éopat, he has spoken improperly; for waparald means either ‘invite’ or
‘urge’, and épwrd means ‘enquire’.

The question of when and how the new meaning of mapaxaréw
developed is a difficult and complex one, indeed more difficult and
complex than is acknowledged in the lexica, making it impossible at
present to determine whether or not Latin influence was involved.
Even if Latin was not involved, however, the development of the new
meaning resulted in a close parallelism between mapaxaréw and
Latin orare, which had long had the meaning ‘beg’. This parallelism
would have made it possible to use maparald as a translation of the
Latin request formula oro.

Like épwrd, mapaxald used as a request formula can take a
dependent verb not only in the expected infinitive construction,
but also frequently!? in the imperative or subjunctive. For example:!8

14. P Wisc. 11 71, 1. 10 13, ii aD

[éav Bod]AnTe car ped dylac dAote émmapayevécho, mapakald dvaBiva
mpoc éué.

If he wants you to come another time in good health, I beg you to come up
to me.

15. P. Sarap. 95,11. 4 7, ii AD
mapakald odv ce, covexdc fuelv ypdpe mepl (<) cwrn(plac)

Therefore I beg you, write us immediately about your health.

16. P. Haun. 2. 28. 6 8,1 AD
[ma]pakadd ce peydwc eiva mpov[oif]ceic ceatod elva vyeaiveic

I greatly beg you to look after yourself so that you may be healthy.

The situation here is not quite analogous to that of épwr@, because
mapaxaléw, unlike épwrdw, already had the ability to take an infini-

17° A calculation following the method in n. 10 indicates that 30% of examples of
maparxald from i BC to ii AD take constructions other than the infinitive.

18 Other examples of maparxald with infinitive include BGU II 531. i, L. 21 (i aD),
P. Stras. 1X 844,1.8 (i ii AD), P. Giss. 25,1. 10 (i ii AD), P. Brem. 20,1. 12 (ii AD), P. Mich.
VIII 499, 1. 15 (ii AD), P. Oxy. LIX 3992, 1. 7 (ii AD); other examples with imperative
include BGUIII 846,1. 10 (ii AD), P. Giss. 12,1.4 (ii ADp), 21,1. 12 (ii AD), P. Mert.124,1.12
(ii AD), P. Oxy.Hels. 47¢, L. 3 (ii aD), SB XVI 13058, 1. 6 (ii Ap). With subjunctive the
secure additional examples are only BGU II 531. ij, . 14 (i ap), II 665. ii, 1. 20 (i AD),
P. Lond. 111 897, 1. 22 (i aD), SBV 7600, 1. 4 (i AD), P. Mich. VIII 503, 1. 14 (ii AD).
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tive in indirect command; the use of maparxald with the infinitive in
Roman-period Greek therefore represents no change of construction.
But once again the imperative and subjunctive are new constructions
that would not be expected from a purely Greek perspective, and
once again they match the constructions used with the Latin equiva-
lent oro:1°

17. Cicero, Att. 3. 3

sed te oro ut ad me Vibonem statim venias, quo ego multis de causis
converti iter meum.

But I beg you to come to me at once at Vibo, whither I have diverted my
journey for a variety of reasons.

18. Cicero, Att. 4. 8a. 1
dic, oro te, clarius; vix enim mihi exaudisse videor.

Speak more clearly, I beg you; I seem scarcely to have understood you.

19. Petronius, Sat. 17. 9

protendo igitur ad genua vestra supinas manus petoque et oro ne nocturnas
religiones iocum risumque faciatis neve traducere velitis tot annorum
secreta, quae vix tres homines noverunt.

Therefore stretching out my upturned hands toward your knees I ask and
beg that you not make a joke and a mock of our nocturnal rites nor choose
to betray secrets that have been kept for so many years, which scarcely three
people know.

20. Petronius, Sat. 61. 2
oro te, sic felicem me videas, narra illud quod tibi usu venit.

I beg you, as you want to see me happy, tell me what happened to you.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine the date at which each
construction first became usable, because the early papyri containing
this word happen to be more fragmentary than those for épwr and in
addition make use of doubtful forms that could be either imperatives
or infinitives. All one can say for sure is that in the first century Bc
both the imperative and the infinitive are attested at least once each;2°

19 Again spelling confusion makes it unclear whether there is also a Greek equiva
lent of the third possible construction with oro, the subjunctive without ut.

20 The examples are: imperative at P. Oxy. IV 744, 1. 6 émue i<y7>., infinitive at
BGU VIII 1871, 1. 6 8 cuvepyeiv, probably infinitive at BGU VIII 1874, 1. 9
émpédeclar (could be for émpuédeche, but this is unlikely as the letter is addressed to
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the subjunctive certainly appears by the first century ap, but it is
reduced in frequency in the second century under pressure from the
infinitive. It seems likely that the use of wapaxadd as a request
formula was borrowed from Latin oro along with the Latinate con-
structions, but that because wapaxaléw already had the capacity to
take an infinitive, this option was immediately available for the new
usage of maparal®. In time, as in the case of épwrd, the new usage was
more fully integrated into Greek syntax and the Latinate construc-
tions became less common under pressure from the infinitive.

4. PAIRING OF mapaxadd WITH épwrdd

THaparadd is often paired with épwr, and because this pairing goes
back to the first century Bc, it suggests a common origin. For
example:2!

21. P. Oxy. IV 744,11. 6 7,1 BC

épwTd ce kal mapakadd ce émued)d<nT>1 7¢ Tardlw

I ask and beg you, take care of the child.
22. P. Col. VIII 215, 1. 8 10,1 ii AD

> - , \ P , S A .
épwTd ce peydAwc kol mapakadd, Emuélov €aTic duo Kal THC pLkpdc

I greatly ask and beg you, look after yourself and also the little girl.

The combination is always in the same order (cf. also Ps.-Hermo-
genes quoted in ex. 13 above), and restricted to the first-person
singular; other forms of épwrdw and mapaxaléw are very rarely
combined in the early Roman period.22 Cicero uses rogo and oro
together, always in this same order, as part of a wider tendency in

a single individual), ambiguous abbreviation at BGU XIV 2419, L. 5 mapa(eimew),
fragmentary context at P. Amst. 1 88,1. 8, BGU VIII 1875, 11. 9, 25, no dependent verb
at BGUIV 1141, 1. 10.

21 QOthers include BGUIV 1141, 11. 9 10 (i Bc), P. Oxy. 11294, 11. 28 9 (i AD), SBV
7600, 1. 4 (i AD), P. Col. VIII 215, 1. 21 (i ii AD), P. Stras. V 334b, 1. 5 6 (i ii AD),
P. Wuerzb. 11 21a, 11. 18 19 (ii AD).

22 The only example of such a combination I can find (based on a DDBDP search
going up to 100 ap) is O.WadiHamm. 26, 11. 3 4 (i AD).
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Ciceronian Latin to combine forms of rogare and orare with each
other;2? that combination persists for centuries in vulgar Latin:

23. Cicero, Fam. 5. 18. 1

tamen te magno opere non hortor solum sed etiam pro amore nostro rogo
atque oro te colligas virumque praebeas

Nevertheless with great earnestness I not only urge you but even ask and beg
you by our mutual affection to pull yourself together and show yourself a
man.

24. Claudius Terentianus, P. Mich. VIII 467, 11. 29 31, ii aD

rogo et or[o te,] pa[ter, u]t eas ad D[el]ta mer[ca]t[o]r[ia] navi ut em[a]s et
mittas tr[e]s toc[adas]

I ask and beg you, father, to go in a merchant ship to the Delta in order to
buy and send three breeding animals.

The combination épw7d rai maparala is thus likely to be based on
rogo atque oro. The fact that the combination is restricted to the first
person singular in Greek but not in Latin is additional evidence that
the use of the first person singular in Greek was more influenced by
Latin than that of other forms of the same verbs.

5. CONCLUSION

One could argue that the normal direction of influence went from
Greek to Latin, not the other way around, and that therefore if the
similarities between the two languages are too great to be coinciden-
tal, Greek must have influenced Latin. But such an argument would
be difficult to sustain, given that the usages in question are attested in
Latin well before they appear in Greek—indeed well before they
could possibly have appeared in Greek, given the fact that the
Greek verbs involved could not have been used as request formulae
until they had acquired their post-classical meanings.

Moreover, recent work has revealed that there was far more
Latin influence on Greek than has previously been appreciated.

23 Examples include rogat oratque (S. Rosc. 144), rogat et orat (Ver. 1.72), rogant et
orant (Ver. 2.147), rogare et orare (Div. Caec. 3), rogare atque orare (Ver. 2.103, 3.69).
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Latinisms are detectable as early as the third century Bc, fairly
widespread in the second century Bc,2¢ and increasingly common
thereafter.2> Their effect on the language was so pervasive that some
elements of the core vocabulary of modern Greek, words such as
cmite ‘house’ and wdpra ‘door), are derived not from ancient Greek
but from Latin.26 And since other elements of the politeness system
of the papyrus letters, including the vocatives and some of the letter-
opening and letter-ending formulae, are demonstrably Latinate,?? it
is far from surprising that some of the request formulae should also
be Latinate.

But is the first appearance of mapaxald, 57-56 BC, too early for
Latin influence in an Egyptian context? Certainly this date, more
than 20 years before the battle of Actium, falls in the Ptolemaic rather
than the Roman period, but it does not follow from that that it must
pre-date all Roman influence. Hellenistic Egypt was no isolated
backwater; it was connected to the rest of the Mediterranean world
by extensive cultural and commercial ties. Quite apart from the
numerous Latin speakers who came to Egypt and the numerous
Egyptians who travelled to Latin-speaking areas, Greek-speaking
Egyptians had substantial contact with Greek speakers from other
regions. And since Egypt was one of the last areas of the Hellenistic
world to come under Roman control, such contact inevitably meant
contact with Romanized Greeks, in many cases ones whose families

24 Cf. M. Dubuisson, Le Latin de Polybe: les implications historiques d’un cas de
bilinguisme (Paris, 1985); Garcia Domingo, Latinismos.

25 Cf. R. A. Kearsley, Greeks and Romans in Imperial Asia: Mixed Language
Inscriptions and Linguistic Evidence for Cultural Interaction until the end of AD III,
with the collaboration of T. V. Evans (Bonn, 2001); B. Rochette, Le Latin dans le
monde grec: recherches sur la diffusion de la langue et des lettres latines dans les
provinces hellénophones de Iempire romain (Brussels, 1997); L. Zgusta, ‘Die Rolle
des Griechischen im romischen Kaiserreich’, in G. Neumann and J. Untermann (eds.),
Die Sprachen im romischen Reich der Kaiserzeit. Kolloquium vom 8. bis 10. April 1974
(Cologne, 1980), 121 45.

26 P. Mackridge, The Modern Greek Language: A Descriptive Analysis of Standard
Modern Greek (Oxford, 1985), 311; cf. R. Cavenaile, ‘Influence latine sur le vocabu
laire grec d’Egypte’, CdE 26 (1951), 391 404 at 404.

27 Cf. E. Dickey, ‘Kvpie, décmora, Domine: Greek Politeness in the Roman Empire),
JHS 121 (2001), 1 11; ead., “The Greek Address System’; H. Cuvigny, ‘Remarques sur
Pemploi de Swoc dans le praescriptum épistolaire’, BIFAO, 102 (2002), 143 53;
Parsons, P. Rain. Cent. 164, 1. 15 n.
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had lived for generations under Roman government. It is possible,
even likely, that the request formulae we see for the first time in
papyri were created elsewhere in the Greek world at an earlier date
than their first appearance in the papyri, and that we lack evidence of
their earlier use elsewhere simply because we do not have equivalents
of the papyri for other regions.

It is generally accepted that Latin was used on coins minted in
Britain before the Roman conquest, and that such usage is evidence
for some degree of pre-conquest Romanization of Britain.28 If Latin
could make it to a region as remote as Britain before the Romans
themselves arrived, surely it would have had no difficulty having an
impact on an international centre like Egypt.

28 Cf. J. Williams, ‘Coinage and Identity in Pre Conquest Britain: 50 BC Ap 50’, in
C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett (eds.), Coinage and Identity in the Roman
Provinces (Oxford, 2005), 69 78 at 73.
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Greek Papyri and Graeco-Latin
Hybrid Compounds*

Panagiotis Filos

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the contacts between Greek and Latin have attracted
renewed interest. The links between the two classical languages had long
been viewed from a primarily descriptive and historical point of view.
The emphasis is now on examining two interacting linguistic systems,
with the focus of current research moving from the more traditional
and better-studied fields (phonology, morphology, lexical borrowings,
etc.) into new, or almost new, areas such as syntax, sociolinguistics
(bilingualism, code-switching, etc.), and other related areas.!

* This study is based on my contribution to the Conference ‘Buried Linguistic
Treasure’ held at Oxford, 30 June 2 July 2006. An earlier version was presented in the
Comparative Philology Graduate Seminar in Oxford (May 2003). I am grateful to my
supervisor, Prof. Anna Morpurgo Davies, for her very constructive and helpful
comments. I must also express my thanks to the directors of the Aefwd mys
Meoawwvicis ENmictis Anpdddovs I'papparelas (‘Kriaras’ Lexicon, Thessaloniki)
and of the Io7ropikd Aeéikd tys Néas EXqyucijs (Research Centre for Modern Greek
Dialects I/ANE, Academy of Athens), Professor I. N. Kazazis and Dr E. Giakoumaki
respectively, for permission to use the archives and consult as yet unpublished
material. Finally, I should make particular mention of Ms V. Afentoulidou (Research
Centre for Modern Greek Dialects I/INE, Academy of Athens) for her help with the
searching of the electronic database of the /AN E archive. Naturally I am responsible
for all mistakes and/or omissions.

1 See e.g. J. N. Adams, M. Janse, and S. Swain (eds.), Bilingualism in Ancient
Society: Language Contact and the Written Word (Oxford, 2002); also J. N. Adams,
Bilingualism and the Latin Language (Cambridge, 2003).
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However, even the more traditional fields (morphology, lexicon,
etc.) deserve renewed attention. There are topics within them which
have not been adequately considered or indeed have not at all been
studied, but above all on a more detailed analysis it becomes clear
that there is not a clear dividing line between the two approaches,
which necessarily feed each other. Terms like cdyxeAdoc ‘who shares
a cella (room)’ (usually of a monk) < Gk. cov + Lat. cella, dvricxpiBac
‘(deputy?) scribe, judicial officer’ < Gk. dvr{ + Lat. scriba, or even
aBdxTnc ‘senior secretary, registrar’ < Latin ab actis, univerbated and
treated like a nomen agentis, are Graeco-Latin formations which must
have either been formed or adapted in a bilingual set-up, were then
integrated into the Greek language, and eventually found their way into
the language of the church or the administration; their history is as
relevant to cultural phenomena as are other studies of bilingualism.?

A study of the ‘Latinate’ hybrid compounds,* as in the examples
above, i.e. of those terms that (normally) include both Greek and
Latin material, does not exist and remains very much a desideratum.
This essay is a first attempt at examining the way in which new
compound forms with Latin material were coined in the multilingual
set-up of the Greek-speaking world. We shall look at the typology of
these forms but also at word-formation and semantics since they are
important as a source of data about the integration of the new words
into Greek and also the way in which they were perceived (for a list of
all the forms examined in the essay see the Appendix).

2 This word appears first on an ostracon (O. Claud. I 143, 1. 7) of the 2nd c. AD in
the form of cvyxeddpioc, ‘contubernalis (?) (military term), admittedly showing a
very distinctive Latin(ate) morphology (Gk. cov + Lat. cellarius); when it is found
again in papyrus texts of the 6th and 8th cc. AD, it appears as cidyxeldoc and
cvyréMuoc respectively, and has by now acquired an ecclesiastical meaning.

3 In addition, the survival or otherwise of these terms in the history of Greek also
gives us a glimpse of the impact that earlier contacts with other languages might have
had on Greek in general.

4 Tuse ‘Latin’ for words and forms that actually occur in Latin texts too and ‘Latinate’
for words and forms that are based on Latin but normally also have features (including
stems and suffixes) which are clearly Greek. A secondary meaning of ‘Latinate’ refers to
material which might have entered Greek through some later form of Latin, i.e. Balkan
Latin, late medieval Latin, early Romance, etc; this secondary meaning, however, does
not apply to the Latin(ate) material of the Greek papyri. Finally, ‘Latinism’ in the context
of the Greek papyri refers to both a ‘Latin’ and a ‘Latinate’ form.
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For reasons of space, we shall have to concentrate on a few crucial
points, occasionally with some inevitable need for brevity. The basic
evidence is provided by non-literary papyri from Egypt (first to
eighth centuries AD).

2. LATIN LOANWORDS IN THE GREEK PAPYRI

2.1. Sources

The available sources for the study of the Latin loanwords are not
limited to literary texts, but also include copious epigraphic material
from all over the eastern Mediterranean (and beyond) and numerous
papyrus documents (primarily from Egypt, but also from other areas
such as Palestine, Arabia, the Euphrates area, etc.).

There is no complete and fully up-to-date list of all the Latinate
forms from all these three categories of sources. Hofmann,> who
provides the most comprehensive list of Latin loanwords (normally
headwords) from all types of written sources up until Ap 600, lists
¢.1,730 (his own figure) Latin forms.6 However, it is obvious that
there are forms missing, e.g. from papyrus sources, since the major
part of his research has been carried out through second-hand
sources (dictionaries, etc.). In addition, the lists of attestations pro-
vided for each form are often merely indicative and not complete.
Daris,” on the other hand, is the standard work for the Latinisms in
the Greek papyri. He lists some 900 Latin loanwords (not always
headwords) in the Greek papyri from the first century Bc to the
eighth century ap. Cervenka-Ehrenstrasser and Diethart® offer a

5 H. Hofmann, Die lateinischen Worter im Griechischen bis 600 n. Chr. (diss.
Erlangen Nirnberg, 1989).

6 However, F. Viscidi, I prestiti latini nel greco antico e bizantino (Padua, 1944), ii.
58, speaks of ¢.2,900 Latin loans (including derivatives and other new formations from
them), primarily on the basis of data from literary texts. Once again, this number is
indicative of the size of the Latin lexical material found in Greek texts, but cannot be
seen as a precise or definitive number, as the figures from other (later) works show.

7 S. Daris, Il lessico latino nel greco d’Egitto, 2nd edn. (Barcelona, 1991).

8 1. M. Cervenka Ehrenstrasser and J. Diethart, Lexikon der lateinischen Lehnwor
ter in den griechischsprachigen dokumentarischen Texten Agyptens mit Beriicksichtigung
koptischer Quellen, Fasc. 1 (4) and Fasc. 2 (B 4) (Vienna Purkersdorf, 1996 2000).
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more complete picture of the papyrus data, but have covered so far
only the first four letters of the alphabet.

It is evident that the figures for Latinisms quoted above cannot be
fully trusted, especially as regards the numbers of attestations; how-
ever, they are not far apart from the actual current numbers. Thus,
for the purposes of this paper, we shall confine ourselves to the data
provided by Daris (as amended by Cervenka-Ehrenstrasser and
Diethart and checked/revised as to the attestations through the
DDBDP data). On the one hand, this is a representative corpus of
data and relatively up to date; on the other, it allows us to leave aside
problems pertaining to particular forms (e.g. a very few forms come
from Coptic inscriptions, some others are dubious, etc.). Moreover,
it is possible to compare statistical results with figures from other
studies, which have also taken Daris’s data into account (Dickey).?

2.2. A Typological Classification of Latin Loanwords

2.2.1. Introduction

The majority of the works that examine linguistic aspects of the Latin
loanwords in Greek are normally limited to the treatment of phono-
logical (e.g. Sallés Verdaguer, Gignac),!° inflectional (e.g. Dottling,
Gignac),!! or derivational issues (e.g. Palmer, Cavenaile).12 At the
same time, most special dictionaries/vocabularies (e.g. Meiners-
mann,!3> Hofmann, Daris, Cervenka-Ehrenstrasser and Diethart),
devoted to the collection of Latin loanwords, offer little general
discussion and primarily focus on the individual entries; but cf.
(partial) exceptions like Viscidi (see above), who examines selected

9 E. Dickey, ‘Latin Influence on the Greek of Documentary Papyri: An Analysis of
Its Chronological Distribution’, ZPE 145 (2003), 249 57. Note, however, that Dickey’s
figures are based on the first edition (1971) of Daris, Lessico.

10 F, Sallés Verdaguer, Estudio fonoldgico de la transcripcion griega de vocablos
latinos (diss. Barcelona, 1976); Gignac, Grammar, i.

11 C. E. Déttling, Die Flexionsformen lateinischer Nomina in den griechischen Papyri
(Lausanne, 1920); Gignac, Grammar, ii.

12 Palmer, Grammar; R. Cavenaile, ‘Quelques aspects de 'apport linguistique du
grec au latin d’Egypte’, Aegyptus, 32 (1952), 191 203.

13 B. Meinersmann, Die lateinischen Worter und Namen in den griechischen Papyri
(Leipzig, 1927).
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terms per semantic category, or Mason,'¢ who deals with special/
technical Latin vocabularies.

Thus there is a gap concerning the typology of the Latin(ate) forms
within Greek. What kind of words are we really dealing with? How
many of them, for instance, are simple loanwords, which, with little
or no modification (phonological, morphological, etc.), entered the
Greek language directly? How can this be explained? And what other
kinds of forms do we find in Greek, which were created on the basis
of the Latin material, but did not come directly from the donor
language as such? How far-reaching was this?15

So far there has hardly been any work on the actual typology of the
Latin loans and/or other relevant aspects of word-formation as a
whole. Apart from some useful comments found in works like the
ones above, we are practically short of a monograph on this subject.
In particular, we lack any treatment of the subject of the Latinate
hybrid forms; a short reference, basically examples, by Cavenailes
has offered nothing more than a glimpse at the relevant material.

2.2.2. Typology

Apart from a very few verbal and indeclinable (adverbial, etc.) forms,
which amount to about twenty, all the other Latin loans in the Greek
papyri are nouns, predominantly substantives but also a few adjectives.
The basic reason for this predominance of the nominal forms is that the
Greek and the Latin verbal systems are quite different from a structural
point of view.1? Thus it was difficult to transfer verbal forms from Latin
to Greek directly. In those cases where a Latin verb has been acclima-
tized to Greek (not always directly since sometimes a cognate Latin
noun which had already entered Greek served as the actual basis for the
coining of the Greek form of the verb), a suffix -{{w or -edw (e.g.

14 H. J. Mason, Greek Terms for Roman Institutions: A Lexicon and Analysis
(Toronto, 1974).

15 In recent literature too there are works which demonstrate the need for a clear
analysis and classification of the features (phonological, morphological, semantic,
etc.) of the loanwords as well as of some discussion of their typology as a necessary
introduction to any theoretical, sociolinguistic, or other treatment of the forms
which may follow; cf. e.g. M. Gorlach (ed.), English in Europe (Oxford, 2002), on
the Anglicisms in modern European languages.

16 Cavenaile, ‘Quelques aspects’, 199.

17 Cf. Browning, Greek, 40 1.
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roumlevw, ‘to fill < Lat compleo, etc.) was added to facilitate the
‘naturalization’ of the form into Greek. In addition to the morphological
mismatch, we could also refer to the general tendency amongst lan-
guages to borrow nominal rather than verbal forms (cf., for instance, a
similar phenomenon in English verbal loans in European languages).!8

A somewhat conventional, yet reasonably representative, classifi-
cation of the Latin forms is the following:

(i) ‘Latin’ creations: Latin words that were imported from the
donor language as such, i.e. as non-transparent monomorphemic
units, and which, with some small adaptation to Greek grammar
(usually in the ending), were used as regular Greek forms. They form
the large bulk of the Latinisms in the papyri:1°

(a) simple words: e.g. uédoc < Lat. modius;
(b) compounds: e.g. mpaumdciroc < Lat. praepositus;
(¢) derivatives: e.g. mpiudproc < Lat. primarius.

(ii) ‘Greek’ creations: Latin words which, by and large, are thought of
as imported into Greek and subsequently adapted to the rules of Greek
grammar through the addition of Greek morphemes (stems and/or
derivational suffixes) producing hybrid forms. However, some of these
forms might have been used first in the context of either language or in
parallel in Greek and Latin: cf. e.g. archistator ‘chief usher; head of
police’ which is found first in the Greek papyri as dpyicrdrwp, but is
also used in Latin texts.20 See also words like leptospathium ‘thin
spatula’ which represent the opposite case, i.e. ‘Latin’ terms with
exclusively Greek material that are only attested in Latin, but not in
Greek.2!

18 Gorlach, English, 8.

19 There are cases, however, where a fully Latinate form might have been coined in a
Greek linguistic environment, or at least is attested there, by means of Latin loan
morphemes: e.g. BparéMa(t) ‘short trousers’ (< bra(c)ca(e) (originally Celto Germanic
probably) + ella; cf. Cervenka Ehrenstrasser Diethart, Lexikon, s.v. Bpaxélda).

20 See J. E. Gilliam, ‘Ala Agrippiana and archistator, CPh 56 (1961), 100 3; Mason,
Greek Terms, 113 15; H. and R. Kahane, ‘The Western Impact on Byzantium: The
Linguistic Evidence’, DOP 36 (1982), 127 53 at 128 33.

21 See D. R. Langslow, Medical Latin in the Roman Empire (Oxford, 2000), 80, esp.
n. 9; cf. also FE Biville, ‘The Graeco Romans and Graeco Latin: A Terminological
Framework for Cases of Bilingualism’ in Adams Janse Swain, Bilingualism in An
cient Society, 77 102 at 92 102.
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(a) Derivatives (c.45 forms, excluding plain diminutives in
-(v)ov): Latin stem + Greek suffix: e.g. cadwviTnc < Lat. sapo. At
times, we find competing formations: e.g. dpyevrdpioc but also
dpyevrapitTnc < Lat. argentarius (argentum).22

(b) Compounds (¢.75 forms):

(1) Latin first member + Greek second member: e.g.
lakiorddAnc  ‘sausage-/mince-seller’ < Lat. i(n)sicium ‘sausage,
mince’ + Gk. -mdAnc ‘seller’;

(2) Greek first member (including prepositions, adverbs) +
Latin second member: e.g. Xemrauiktddpior ‘a fine cloak’ < Gk.
Aemré- ‘fine’ + Lat. amictorium ‘cloak, etc.’; ebmlovpoc ‘well-embroi-
dered, decorated” < Gk. ed- + Lat. pluma ‘feather’;

(3) Latin first member + Latin second member (compounds
which are attested as such in Greek only): e.g. xoutrorpBodvoc (title
of a Roman officer) < Lat. comes tribunus.

(¢) Univerbated forms (¢.10 forms): A univerbation is a syntagm
of two words retaining their endings, if inflecting, and combined
under a single accent; in the case of the Latin forms here, it is usually
the joining-together of a preposition/adverb + a following noun:
e.g. dfdwric/-nc ‘registrar, secretary’ < Lat. ab actis (lit.) ‘from the
acta’; Bucridextoc ‘twice-selected (soldier)” < Lat. bis electus.??

The number alone of the hybrid compounds (b)(2) shows that these
types represent a regular phenomenon of word-formation in that
period. Moreover, these forms cannot be attributed to ‘literary artifici-
ality’ or the like; on the contrary, they are found in documents of many
different genres (official documents, legal documents, private letters,

22 There are also examples of the reverse phenomenon, i.e. Greek stems with Latin
suffixes, such as unyavdpioc ‘engineer’ (i AD onwards); the equivalent form of this
hybrid in Latin is machinarius, which is not attested until as late as vi Ap (Justinian)
although it might have existed from much earlier. However, since forms with a Greek
stem and a Latin termination are normally not Latin loanwords (there are a few
exceptions, e.g. Spoueddpi(o)c ‘a dromedary (camel); a dromedary soldier (i.e. rider)’
< Lat. dromedarius < Gk. 8popdc, ( ddoc), ‘a running (camel), a dromedary’ + Lat.

arius), they are not included in Daris, Il lessico latino and therefore are not examined
here.

23 For a detailed discussion of some of these univerbations, see P. Filos, ‘On Some
Latin Univerbations in Greek, Oxford University Working Papers in Linguistics, Phil
ology and Phonetics, 11 (2006), 43 61.
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lists/accounts; etc.). Therefore a closer examination is necessary in
order to determine their linguistic character and the level of their
integration into the Greek of that period. In what follows, I shall
concentrate on the main linguistic aspects of these formations, i.e.
word-formation, semantics, etc. as well as their distribution in time
and in the corpus of the papyrus texts.

3. LATINATE COMPOUNDS IN GREEK
PAPYRI (I): WORD-FORMATION

Adams?* has rightly pointed out that ‘Loan-words are relevant to
bilingualism, in that the original transfer is usually effected by some-
one who knows the donor as well as the receiving language. But
integrated loan-words [ ... ] are also used by monolinguals who may
not know the donor language and may even be unaware that a word
is a borrowing. Hybrid compounds display, at first glance, clear
features of bilingualism. In fact these forms point to ‘high-level’
bilingualism, since they apparently draw upon, and could theoretic-
ally belong to, both languages. Nevertheless, it is questionable
whether these compounds, with some apparent degree of language
‘contamination’, can be related directly to bilingualism; the use of
loan material in word-formation normally presupposes some degree
of integration into the recipient language. Therefore, in many cases
the ‘Latin’ part of the hybrid should be seen in a Greek rather than a
Latin context, in the sense indicated by Adams in the passage above.
Thus, for instance, Graeco-Latin compounds like wevraéecriaioc
‘containing/weighing five sextari’ was derived from Greek mévre
and &écryc, the ‘acclimatized’” form of Latin sextarius, rather than
from the Latin form itself.

We are usually tempted to consider such hybrid words, when
found in Greek texts, as ‘Greek’ formations, whereas we might treat
them as ‘Latin’ creations when used in the context of Latin. There is
little doubt though, that bilinguals could coin and use such hybrids

24 Adams, Bilingualism, 29.
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in both languages.2> Nevertheless, a comparison between the two
languages shows that hybrid compounds in Greek differ from those
in Latin: hybrid forms in Latin are usually of more technical or
literary character.26

In Greek, we find Graeco-Latin hybrid formations in literature as
well as in epigraphic and papyrus texts. A selective look at Hofmann’s
data offers a representative picture of the diversity of these forms.
The present essay confines itself, as stated above, to the examination
of hybrids from papyrus sources alone.

The large majority of the papyrus hybrids are substantives, and
only a very few (c.5) are adjectives. The discrepancy can be explained
by the very semantics of the forms (titles of office(r)s, everyday life
terms, objects, etc.). Notice that there are also some forms (e.g.
évepadvoduiov, émicaltikéc, marikovpdc) which are of unsafe reading
and of very dubious etymology/meaning.

3.1. Compound Types

It is natural to tend to compare the compounds of this period to the
types of compounds of the classical age, since the latter have been studied
much more thoroughly. However, the compounds of the post-classical
period show some clear instances of independent development.

25 Biville, ‘Graeco Romans’, 100 2, argues that hybrid formations like petra bulum
‘catapult’ seem not to belong to either language, but to a ‘contact’ language instead,
with ‘interlexemes’ and ‘intermorphemes’. This is particularly true of the literary, esp.
poetic, language. On the other hand, the language of the papyrus documents is closer
to actual language use, and we are entitled to consider many of the hybrid formations
found in those texts as part of the actual (written) language, even if in certain cases
(e.g. some administrative terms in official documents; other technical terms) the
coining and spreading of the hybrids has apparently been the result of a ‘superim
posed’, ‘top down’ process. Biville’s remark applies well to those semantic fields
where both languages played a major role together, e.g. early Christian vocabulary:
ctyreloc ~ syncellus, coyxeA\irnc ~ syncellites and concellita.

26 See Biville, ‘Graeco Romans), 97; for Greek see e.g. Viscidi, Prestiti, 8 9. This
semantic differentiation corresponds to the general semantic difference between the
loans of the one language into the other. Greek borrowings into Latin are predom
inantly (but not exclusively) high register words whereas Latin loans into Greek
come from both the high and the low registers; for Greek, see e.g. Viscidi, Prestiti,
10 43; Mason, Greek Terms, 3 16; cf. also Kahane and Kahane, ‘Western Impact,
128 33.
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Some works briefly or marginally refer to the Greek compounds of
this period.?” Yet they cannot make up for the lack of a proper study on
the topic. The general picture is made up of ‘new’ types emerging/
growing in numbers (copulative compounds) and some old types di-
minishing (verbal-governing and preposition-governing compounds),
whereas some other types flourish (determinative compounds). In
addition, there are many polysyllabic formations which demonstrate
‘overabundant expressiveness), a feature of compounding since the Hel-
lenistic period. It is regrettable that we lack detailed information about
the frequency of each compound type, the chronological order of the
changes, the reasons that might have triggered them, etc.

It might seem absurd to speak about types of Latinate hybrid
compounds when we do not really know much about the Greek
compounds of this late period in the first place. But even a superficial
look at the structure of the hybrid compounds reveals that there is
considerable typological variation given the small number of attested
forms:

(i) Possessive compounds (the gododdrrvAoc ‘rosy-fingered’ type:
¢.12 forms):28 basically measures—e.g. S1évkiov/Siovyriov ‘(having the
weight) of two ounces, and adjectives with -mlovpoc ‘plumatus,
embroidered’ as a second member, e.g. éumdovpoc ‘embroidered..

(ii) Verbal-governing compounds (the AfoBdloc ‘stone-thrower’
type: ¢.5-6 forms): only a few Latinate verbal compounds, with a
Greek verbal morpheme as a second member—e.g. AwpoTdpoc
‘thong-cutter’ < Lat. lorus/-um + Gk. -ropoc, ceMomoidc ‘saddler,
seat-maker’ < Lat. sella + GKk. -mowoc. On the other hand, there are no
compounds of the repiipBporoc type (cf. also (iv) below on the dpy-
compounds).

27 Cf. e.g. H. Zilliacus, Zur Abundanz der spdtgriechischen Gebrauchssprache (Hel
sinki, 1967), 90 4; N. P. Andriotis, ‘Die wechselnde Stellung von Kompositionsglie
dern im Spit , Mittel , und Neugriechischen’, Glotta, 27 (1939), 92 134; Browning,
Greek, 67; S. B. Psaltes, Grammatik der byzantinischen Chroniken (Gottingen, 1913,
repr. 1974), 343 71; BDR, Grammatik, 92 9; Jannaris, Grammar, 303 11. For
the Ptolemaic period see Mayser Schmoll, 153 206. For a general overview of
compounds in Greek see e.g. Schwyzer, Grammatik, 415 55.

28 The numbers in brackets indicate the (approximate) number of compounds
which can be attributed with certainty to each particular type. The remaining
compounds can possibly belong to more than one type, depending on the interpret
ation of the internal syntactic structure and of the overall semantics of the form.
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(iii) Preposition-governing compounds (the 7dpaloc ‘by/near the
sea’ type: c.6—7 possible forms): several compounds start with a
preposition but most forms fit better other compound types—e.g.
éumovpoc (adj.) is better understood as a possessive adjective: ‘plu-
matus, having embroidery, embroidered’ (see (i) above), while
maparé oy (or mepucédov), ‘adjoining room’ < Lat. cella could
be determinative as well.

(iv) Determinative compounds (the yetpolvyvia ‘hand-lamp’
type: ¢.40 forms): this category is by far the largest amongst the
Latinate compounds (more than half in total)—e.g. dvoudyywv
‘donkey-seller’ < Gk. évoc + Lat. mango, 7T€ptc7€p6770v)\/\ov little
pigeon, squab’. There are also some forms beginning with dpy:-,
which in this late period function as determinative compounds: e.g.
apxicraPAiryc < Lat. stabulum ‘stableman-in-chief’.

(v) Copulative/additive (dvandva) compounds: the vvyf7uepoc
‘lasting a day and a night’ type: one probable form—one or two more
forms might belong here but are dubious. The form dvwwvoxdmirov
‘(the total of) the (agricultural) food provisions for people and animals’
(?) < Lat. annona + Gk.—Lat. kdmirov/ capitum < caput belongs to this
type, if its semantics is interpreted correctly here.

Overall, the typology of the hybrids is characterized by consider-
able variation. The presence of long, polysyllabic (and multi-mor-
phemic) formations is a clear reflection of the standard features of
post-classical word-formation.

3.2. Morpheme Boundaries

Latin compounds are often of the type centimanus (adj.) ‘hundred-
handed, where synchronically the first element is joined to the
second by a linking -i- vowel (‘Kompositionsfuge’), which originally,
and indeed in this example, was the final vowel of the first element of
the compound. Greek compounds usually have an -o0- vowel in this
function (dpparomyydc ‘wheelwright, chariot-maker’, etc.), presum-
ably reflecting the last vowel of a thematic stem.

In the Latinate compounds of the papyri we might expect both
patterns but in fact we find the following situation:
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(i) deletion of the final vowel of the first member before the
initial vowel of the second member (regardless of whether the first
member is Greek or Latin)?®—e.g. drwwvémapyoc < dvava (< Lat.
annona) + é’ﬂapxoc), 60ovepmlovpudproc < 806vy + éumlovpoc (<
Gk. & + Lat. pluma) + -dpeoc.

(ii) use of an -o- linking vowel regardless of the declension and of
whether the first part is Greek or Latin (except for forms beginning with
a numeral; cf, for example, forms like wevr-a-fecriaioc, é€-a-
Eectialoc):

Greek—Latin: aml-o-mdAdwov < Gk. amdo- + Lat. pallium;

Latin—Greek: ceAA-o-moudc < Lat. sella + Gk. -mowoc;

Latin—Latin: kouir-o-tpifoivoc < Lat. comes/comit- + Lat. tribunus.

Clearly the Greek morphophonological patterns prevail in full; the
Latinate compounds are fully integrated in the Greek language irre-
spective of their origin. This is confirmed by a further observation: the
Latin -i- linking vowel does indeed exist, but only in pure Latin
compounds borrowed as such into Greek. Thus a form like
dppikotcTwp3® with linking -i- vowel is, by and large, a rendering into
(written) Greek of the word armicustos ‘weapon guard’. Notice, however,
that some morphological adaptation to Greek has indeed taken place in
another part of the form; the original Latin -fos < -tod-s termination
has been replaced by the quasi-homophonous Greek (-Latin) -rwp
ending.3!

3.3. Suffixation

A significant number of Latin suffixes, basically derivational ones,
like -atus, -ianus, -inus, -tor, -ura, -arium, etc., were gradually intro-
duced into Greek, and after their integration into the morphological

29 In the New Testament there are cases of Greek compounds where hiatus is
preserved (especially when the first member of the compound is a numeral) at a
morpheme boundary, as in e.g. rerpadpync (cf. BDR, Grammatik, 99).

30 However, this word has an alternative form in Greek, dppo(po)kovcrwp, which is
likely to have derived via univerbation from a Latin periphrasis armoru(m) custos. At a
second stage it must have acquired the more regular form of a ‘Hellenized’ pseudo
compound (?) (cf. also Cervenka Ehrenstrasser Diethart, Lexikon, s.v. dpuucodcrwp).

31 See Palmer, Grammar, 118 19; Cavenaile, ‘Quelques aspects) 193, 199 202.
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system became productive within it. On the other hand, almost
all Greek suffixes of the classical period continued to exist in the
post-classical period, which occasionally led to competition and/or
coexistence with the newly imported Latin suffixes.32

There are cases, of course, where it is difficult to determine the
exact nature of a suffix. One could speak of a primarily derivational
morpheme, which, however, can have an inflectional function as
well. For instance, a neuter suffix -tov can also be used for the
adaptation of a Latin noun to the Greek inflectional system—e.g.
mexTopali(o)v ‘breast plate’ < Lat. pectorale.

The Latinate compounds show an interesting number of features
concerning their suffixes:

(i) They can take both Latin and Greek suffixes regardless of
whether the second member was Greek or Latin(ate)—e.g. nuc-
ovyrwov ‘half-ounce’ < Lat. uncia.

(ii) The suffix normally belongs to the second member of the
compound rather than to the compound as a whole; cf., for example,
craBlitnc ‘stableman’ next to dpyicraBAitnc ‘stableman-in-chief’
However, there are exceptions to this and some compounds take a
compositional suffix; cf., for instance, the adjectival forms of the word
&écrme ‘(a weight, measure)’ < Lat. sextarius, -i—e.g. dkraectiaioc Or
even forms like Jfovepumlovudpioc ‘linen-embroiderer’: 36évy +
éumovpoc (< Gk. & + Lat. pluma) + -dpioc, probably facilitated
by the form mAovu-dpioc < Lat. plumarius).

In general, hybrid compounds do not normally have interchange-
able Greek and Latin sulffixes, as is occasionally the case with simple
words—e.g. pdyicrpoc/paylctwplpayicrep (< Lat. magister), but no
*dpycraBdpioc attested next to dpytcraBAiTyc.

Clearly there is a functional interface between the forms and their
endings, even if not all possible combinations are attested; this
is what one would expect from any regular forms of the Greek
language.

32 Palmer, Grammar, 6 17, 29 39, 42 50, 83 93, 108 21; Cavenaile, ‘Quelques
aspects’, 193 7, 199 202; R. Coleman, ‘Greek and Latin), in A. F. Christidis (ed.), A
History of Ancient Greek. From the Beginnings to Late Antiquity (Cambridge, 2007),
792 9,856 7 at 796 7.
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3.4. Summary

All aspects of morphology point to well-formed compounds, coined
in accordance with the rules of Greek word-formation. The use of
Latin(ate) material in the hybrids did not cause or allow any signifi-
cant interference from the rules of Latin word-formation.

4. LATINATE COMPOUNDS IN GREEK
PAPYRI (IT): SEMANTICS

4.1. The Hybrid Compound Vocabulary

A simple calculation of the attestations of the hybrid compounds reveals
that half of the forms are hapax legormena in the Greek papyri and of these
the largest group are also hapax legomena in Greek in general. These
numbers point, at first glance, to a sporadic appearance of the hybrids in
writing, but are not necessarily proof of limited use in speech. On the
contrary, even the infrequent appearance of some of these forms in
writing might be an indication of some degree of consolidation in
language use; cf. similar hybrid formations in modern languages (usually
including borrowed English lexical material), which are broadly used in
colloquial speech, but probably appear less frequently in writing (e.g.
German Fleischshop ‘butcher’s’ instead of the standard Fleischerei).??

The forms with the largest number of attestations are those
belonging to the group of maydpync ‘district/village governor’ and
its derivatives, which amount to a few hundreds. However, these
terms are specifically linked to the administrative system of Egypt
and should be treated differently from all the other hybrids, at least as
far as statistics is concerned.

4.2. Semantic Categories

The semantics of the hybrid compounds is diverse and many differ-
ent fields are represented, even if for some of them the evidence is

33 Cf. Gorlach, English, 26.
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limited. The following classification with a few representative ex-
amples provides a clear picture of this variety:

(i) administrative terms (esp. titles of officers)—e.g. maydpync/
mayapyitnc/mdyapyoc ‘a village/district governor’; mpwromarpikioc
‘first patrician (title)’

(ii) military terms—e.g. Bnéliddpoc/-opdpoc  ‘flag-bearer’s
dmomparméciroc ‘former praepositus or ‘from/one of the praeposits.

(iii) financial terms—e.g. povopé(y)ravrov < GKk. wévo- + Lat.
recauta, -orum (pl.) ‘(a form of) quittance’

(iv) terms of everyday vocabulary:

(a) measures—e.g. St6vkiov/Siovyriov ‘two ounces’; mevrafecriaioc
(adj.) ‘containing/weighing five sextaris.3*

(b) professions—e.g. ceAdomoidc ‘saddler, seat-maker’; {cikiomadAnc
‘sausage-seller’

(c) objects—e.g. mevrappdcrovdov ‘five-arm candlestick (2).

(d) animals—e.g. dpvifémovAdor, 76 ‘young/little chicken (or
fOWl)); ﬂ'eptcrepéﬂ'ov)\/\ov ‘young/small pigeon’.

(e) clothing—e.g. UmoKkdjuLcov ‘under-shirt’; XGLPO,U,(IVL/KL(O)V ‘hand-
sleeve’

In general, the large majority of the Latinate compounds are words
of the everyday vocabulary (especially clothing and measures; the latter
has a financial/commercial aspect too) as well as administrative terms
and titles of officers. This picture provides another clear indication of
the dual character (‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’) of the coining and the
spreading of the hybrids and is further supported by the different
genres of the papyrus documents in which these compounds appear.

5. LATINATE COMPOUNDS IN GREEK PAPYRI
(IIT): DOCUMENT TYPES—TIMESPAN

5.1. Document Types

The distribution of the hybrid compounds in the papyri is charac-
terized by considerably higher numbers of attestations in some types

34 Measures are also related to financial (and commercial) vocabulary, i.e. they
could also be classified within the semantic field (iii) in §4.2 above.
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of documents such as lists, contracts, accounts, and receipts. The
presence of hybrids is quite noticeable in private letters as well.
Official documents (administrative, military, etc.) contain hybrids
too, but in proportionally smaller numbers.3>

These differences in the distribution of the forms between the
different types of documents are primarily determined by semantics;
cf., for example, the four hybrid compounds referring to measures
(rerpa-, mevra-, éfa-, drxta-fectiaioc), which appear five times in
lists/accounts, twenty-two times in financial documents (contracts,
loans, receipts, orders), and only once in a legal-financial document
(inheritance agreement). Almost all these documents are dated in the
sixth century ap (the few exceptions are dated even later).

On the other hand, it is remarkable that we rarely find two, or even
more, hybrid compounds attested in the same document (except for
measures and clothes). This is not over-surprising, given the relatively
small numbers of attestations. On the other hand, it demonstrates the
regular distribution of the hybrids in the written corpus and suppresses
any potential suspicions of random/inaccurate results in the statistics.3¢

5.2. Statistical Classification (per century):
Latin Loanwords vs. Compounds

Statistics can help us to reach a better understanding of the time
dimension in the appearance and distribution of the hybrid com-
pounds. In addition, they enable us to add a comparison with the
statistical data from the broader corpus of all the documented Latinisms
in the papyri.

5.2.1. Loanwords

Dickey’s analysis3’ of the occurrences of Latin borrowings in Greek
papyri reveals significant differences between the various centuries.

35 T shall refrain from providing comprehensive statistics per document category
because some documents show a dual character (a legal document such as a contract
can be a list of items at the same time, and so on). Thus I shall provide examples per
century only when necessary.

36 By contrast, simple Latin loanwords can occasionally be found in large numbers
within the same document, e.g. in lists of items such as clothes or household equipment.

37 See Dickey, ‘Latin Influence) esp. 252 3, 256 7.
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The following two tables (14.1-2) reproduce part of her statistics, but
in Table 14.2 T have scaled down the numbers of both the lexemes and
their tokens per 500 documents—instead of Dickey’s two-scale sys-
tem: per 100 (for tokens) and per 500 (for lexemes)—to fit them into
a common diagram.

The statistical analysis of the absolute numbers of Latin borrow-
ings (both as lexemes and as individual attestations) in the Greek
papyri shows some significant differentiation in the use of the Latin
loan material per century.38 It is evident that the fourth and the sixth
centuries AD are the centuries with the largest number of Latin
loanwords, followed by the second and third centuries ap. Yet this
picture is misleading,?® as Dickey has pointed out. There are fewer
papyri from some centuries (e.g. fifth, seventh, eighth) owing to a

Table 14.1. Daris’s Latinisms: lexemes/tokens (i viii AD; after Dickey, ‘Latin
Influence’)

3500
Daris’s Latinisms 3000
(lexemes) —
2500
Daris’s Latinisms
(tokens)
0 2000
@
E
5 1500
=z
1000
- j:Ii
e i ol N
iAD jiap | iiiap | ivap | vap | viap | viiap | viiiap
B Daris’s Latinisms (lexemes)| 65 210 218 343 174 397 144 88
O Daris’s Latinisms (tokens) [ 160 | 1057 | 1019 | 2826 | 712 | 2978 | 710 838

Centuries

38 T have left out the scanty data (22 forms, according to Dickey’s figures) from i Bc
since they had no statistical significance and no correspondence with hybrid forms
from the same century.

39 This is indicated in all the tables through the hatched colour pattern of the
columns of the last two centuries.
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Table 14.2. Daris’s Latinisms: lexemes/tokens per 500 documents (i viii AD;
after Dickey, ‘Latin Influence’, adapted)

700
[l Daris’s Latinisms 600 TH
(lexemes) per 500 3
docs < 500 B
8
[ Daris’s Latinisms © 400 1 - H
(tokens) per 500 3
docs o 300 ||
@
£
5 200 = u
=z
100 L o
%
0 =l I J_| % %
i AD i AD iii AD iv AD V AD viap | viiap | viii ap
Daris’s Latinisms (lexemes)
B o500 docs 13 12 19 52 78 | 56 39 66
[[] Daris's Latinisms (tokens) 325 | 625 | 865 | 428 | 3185 | 417 |193.5 | 631
per 500 docs

Centuries

number of causes such as historical events (e.g. the Arab conquest
of Egypt in the mid-seventh century ap changed the linguistic
situation), the factor of chance in the preservation and modern
rediscovery of the papyri, etc.

A proportional scaling-down of the numbers of both the Latin words
and their tokens per 500 documents (a suitable number, for practical
reasons) can provide a more representative picture of the actual distri-
bution of the Latin loanwords and their attestations per century.4
However, the eighth century Ap remains problematic from this point
of view too: the proportion of the number of Latinisms to the number
of texts is now very high and should not be taken at face value.

It is obvious that the peak time for Latin loanwords, as documen-
ted in the Egyptian papyri, was the period from the fourth to the
sixth centuries Ap.#! This in practice means that Latinisms in the
Greek papyri become more abundant when actual bilingualism in
Egypt is disappearing. The high number of the loanwords (obviously
no longer foreign words) in this period is primarily the result of the

40 Dickey, ‘Latin Influence’, 251 3.
41 For a number of possible reasons for this, see ibid. 256 7.
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Graeco-Latin bilingualism (only a part of the complicated multilin-
gual picture in Roman Egypt) of the previous three centuries. Of
course, bilingualism must have continued for some time into this
period, but with progressively reduced strength.

5.2.2. Compounds

Keeping in mind the results of Dickey’s study we can now return to the
hybrid compounds. The emerging picture from a statistical study of
the time distribution of the hybrid compounds alone#? is somewhat

Table 14.3. Latinate hybrid compounds: lexemes/tokens (i viii Ap; Daris,
Lessico, DDBDP)

O Unsafely dated hybrids 100
(tokens) 90 _
[0 Hybrids (tokens) 80 |
n 70
M Unsafely dated hybrids E 60
(lexemes) € 50
W Hybrids (lexemes) 2 40
30
20
0t= B -1 A
P 0| | v fivo | v | v v | Vi [ | i i v
BC [ AD [AD | AD | AD [ AD | AD |AD [AD | AD | AD [ AD | AD | AD [ AD | AD
] Unsafely dated hybrids (tokens) 1 2 2 2 3 14 7 5
[0 Hybrids (tokens) 4 15 13 18 23 78 12 16
M Unsafely dated hybrids (lexemes) 0 2 2 2 3 7 5 2
|. Hybrids (lexemes) 2 10 4 8 14 24 9 5
Centuries

42 Some hybrids appear in documents which are not dated accurately. I have
incorporated these compounds into my statistics by following roughly the same
methodology as Dickey, ‘Latin Influence) 251 n. 7: I have omitted all hybrids that
cannot be dated within the range of two centuries. However, hybrids which can be
dated within a period of two centuries have been included in the statistics and are
split between the two centuries in proportion to the numbers of the safely attested
hybrids for each century. The application of this method to the allocation of unsafely
dated hybrids as lexemes has been more difficult due to their very small numbers. In
addition there is a further constraint. Since I cannot count the same lexeme for each
century twice, when I split lexical forms between two centuries, one of which
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different (Table 14.3), especially as regards the crucial period from the
fourth to the sixth centuries AD.

The chronological distribution of the hybrids shows some import-
ant differences from the previous distribution of all Latinisms
(cf. Table 14.1):

(i) the peak for the hybrids in absolute terms, both as lexemes and
tokens, is the sixth century ap, which has far higher figures than all
other centuries; the fifth century ap, which is next in size, would have
been richer had it been represented by a larger number of preserved
documents;

(ii) the fourth century Ap stands, to our surprise, at a lower level in
comparison to the fifth and the sixth centuries ap;

(iii) the differences between centuries are sharper in terms of
tokens than in terms of lexemes.43

The reliability of the above data could be questioned owing to their
paucity. In addition, it is possible that some documents might contain a
disproportionately large number of compounds and thus create a
statistically distorted picture. However, a look at the number of texts
per century, in which the hybrids occur, refutes any such counter-
argument. Hybrids are distributed in a regular way amongst the papyri
of each century and in proportion to the number of their attestations
above (Table 14.4).44

Table 14.4. No. of documents with hybrid compounds by century ap

Century i ii il iv v vi vii viii
Documents 2 13 9 13 12 51 9 9

(centuries) already includes one safe attestation of the lexeme, but the other one does
not, I have only counted (proportionally) this form for the latter. Some rounding of
figures to avoid decimals has been inevitable in some cases. In addition the table does
not include any numbers for forms attested in inscriptions (see list at the end) as well
as for forms of the maydpync group because they are so frequent that they would in
practice dominate the statistics.

43 Note that almost one third of the overall number of hybrid tokens in the 6th c.
AD belong to compounds of ¢écryc (measures).

44 | provide numbers only for the safely dated documents because the allocation of
unsafely dated documents to centuries on a proportional basis would be a complicated
task (e.g. according to numbers of tokens or lexemes?) and minimally useful given the
very small numbers. Therefore, numbers in this table are indicative rather than definitive.
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In summary, the period between the fourth and the sixth centuries
AD is the time when most Latinisms in general are attested in the papyri.
The peak for the hybrids is clearly at the end of this period (sixth
century). For the Latinisms as a whole it is the fourth, although the fifth
and sixth centuries follow at a close distance, at least when numbers are
scaled down in proportion to the number of texts (Table 14.2).

So how is this quantitative discrepancy in the chronological distribu-
tion of the two groups of data (Latinisms vs. hybrids) to be explained?
Three accounts are possible: (i) there is a considerable time-lag between
the introduction of a Latin word into Greek and its use in a hybrid
compound; (ii) there was not such a time-lag but hybrids took some
time to catch on and spread out amongst the speakers;*> (iii) hybrids
may have been coined early but did not appear in writing till later.46

The three scenarios are all possible and they are not mutually
exclusive; each one may be more or less plausible in individual
cases. The problem is that since we depend on written evidence it is
difficult to provide data for anything except the time at which written
forms appear, and consequently a decision between (iii) on the one
hand and (i) or (ii) on the other is not easy to reach.

One fact is relevant, however. We know that hybrids were coined as
early as the first century AD, since some are already attested in that
period and in general in the first centuries. Consequently it is more
than possible that some of the later words go back a while. The first
hybrids will then have served as models for (some of) the later
creations, but it is likely that some of these were coined when the
basic Latin material had been thoroughly integrated into Greek.

But there is a second important point. There is also a qualitative,
i.e. semantic and/or morphological, and mainly sociolinguistic, as-
pect that we ought to examine in a chronological context. Some Latin
hybrids belong to high-register language (e.g. administrative and

45 But cf. Gorlach, English, 9 on hybrid formations in modern languages: ‘Loan
words become available for use in compounds very soon after their adoption if the
receiving language has the same pattern....

46 If these hybrids were ad hoc formations created by their writers, they would only
be attested sporadically or once; of course this is the case with many of them, but not
with all: this rarity might point to marginal but not necessarily artificial formations.
In addition, the attestations of some of them in literature as well as their partial
survival in modern Greek (see below) indicates that some of them were well inte
grated in the Greek language of that period.
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military terms basically, although some of the latter can belong to a
lower register too), whereas the majority of the hybrids have features
of low-register language (clothes, objects, measures, etc.). It is sur-
prising perhaps, but there are no sharp differences in the proportion
of high vs. low register when we compare earlier with later centuries.
Naturally, low-register terms are always predominant, both in terms
of lexemes and, particularly, tokens. But we cannot argue, for in-
stance, that in the second century Ap there are proportionally many
more high-register to low-register hybrid lexemes than e.g. in the
sixth. In fact, the numbers (safely dated data only) are 5 (high) vs. 6
(low) in the former and 11 (high) vs 15 (low) in the latter.

There are no noticeable differences, either, in the morphological
patterns of the earlier and the later attestations. For instance, many
forms which are loan-translations/adaptations of Roman terms occur
in the later centuries—e.g. dvwwvémapyoc (v AD) < praefectus annonae;
Ko‘u,LTOTpLBoﬁvoc (vi/vii AD) < comes tribunus; gbLCKocvvﬁ'yopoc (vi AD)
< aduocatus fisci*?

Overall, it would be sensible to say that the figures are too small for
statistical reliability; moreover, hybridization is such a complicated
linguistic phenomenon that ideally we should require for its analysis,
besides our written evidence, the spoken evidence that we cannot
have. Thus the final conclusion is inevitably tentative: it seems likely
that the belated appearance of the bulk of the Latinate compounds in
writing reflects the need for a degree of linguistic integration of the
loan material into the host language.

6. THE LATINATE COMPOUNDS IN
CONTEMPORARY AND LATER GREEK

6.1. The Position of ‘Egyptian’ Greek within Koine Greek

The papyri we have examined so far are of (almost) exclusively Egyp-
tian provenance. This raises a question: what can the papyrus material

47 The coining of compounds out of/in the place of nominal phrases (e g. cdaypoc : cic
dyproc), which is seen here in the form of the loan translation/adaptation of some Latin
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tell us about the presence of Latinate hybrids in contemporary Greek in
general? An answer to this presupposes good knowledge of the rela-
tionship between ‘Egyptian’ Greek and Koine Greek, both in a general
sense and with reference to Latin borrowings in particular.

The linguistic situation in Roman and early Byzantine Egypt, from
the first to the seventh century ap, is characterized by the coexistence
of two and, for some time, three different languages: Egyptian (first
Demotic and later on, from the third century ap, Coptic), spoken
basically by the indigenous population outside cities and towns;
Greek, spoken basically by the middle and upper classes in cities
and major towns; and finally Latin, the lingua legitima of the Roman
administration and army (partly). Nevertheless, Greek retained its
semi-official status, at least up to certain levels of the Roman imperial
system. Gradually Latin declined, and despite efforts for its revival,
e.g. Diocletian’s attempt in the early fourth century ap, Greek in-
creased in importance throughout the early Byzantine period. At the
same time the knowledge of written Greek shows signs of recession
amongst the native, Christianized, Egyptian population, who never-
theless had adopted a very large number of Greek loanwords and
other grammatical features, as evidenced by the Coptic texts, which
were written in a script based on the Greek alphabet.48

So much for the conventional picture of the linguistic situation in
Egypt, which must have been much more nuanced, to allow inter alia
for a high level of bilingualism (Greek—Egyptian and to a much
smaller extent Greek—Latin).

Despite previous views which supported the ‘exceptional character’
of the Greek of the papyri and ascribed it to an alleged strong Egyptian
influence, it is now established that we cannot unmistakably distinguish
the Greek of Egypt from that used in other areas. There were, of course,
regional variations, not only in Greece proper, where the process of

technical terms, is a regular feature of Greek, esp. in the post classical period. However,
this linguistic trait was not considered ‘Attic(izing)” and therefore was not sanctioned by
the ancient grammarians: see e g. Andriotis, ‘Wechselnde Stellung), 105.

48 The literature on this subject is extensive. Some very good and comprehensive
accounts are found in R. S. Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton, 1993), 230 60;
V. Bubenik, Hellenistic and Roman Greece as a Sociolinguistic Area (Amsterdam, 1989),
257 64; ]. Ray, ‘Greek, Egyptian, and Coptic,, in Christidis, History of Ancient Greek,
811 18, 859 61, esp. 812 14, 816.
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dialectal demarcation was concluded later, but also in all other areas
such as Asia Minor, where there was a strong indigenous substrate;
however, this fact does not change the picture dramatically.4

Table 14.5. Papyrus hybrids attested in (contemporary and later) literature
Source: TLG online (as of June 2006)

Timespan Attestations/

Semantic category Compound (centuries AD)  texts

Administrative terms/

titles
av(v)ovémapyoc [sic] ix xiii 4/2
maydpxmc/ oc iv vi 9/4
Tayapxia v/vi 2/1
mpwTomaTpikioc v X 4/4
dickocuriiyopoc/ dtoc, v xiil 55/5
bickocvoryyopla

Everyday vocabulary

professions AwpoTépoc i xi (/xv)° 13 (+4)/10
ced(N)omoide viii x (/xix)? 3/3

clothing + relevant (KovroBpdrnc) (name)

items
(0)mo(v) kdpecov vV XV 40/22
xewpopavin(i)ov® v xiii 8/7

measures Suo(¥)yruov v xiv 13 (+1)/8
éfatecr(ai)oc i iii 2/2
NLdyKiov iv vii 2/2
TeTpagecTiaiov vi 1/1

animals SpvifémovA(A)ov iv xi 716
mepictepmovA(A)ov ix 1/1

Varia (esp. ecclesiastical) — maparxé\(o)v v xv (?) 6/2
clykeddoc, dpioc, (tnc, dTnc VXV ¢.290/95
mpwTochyKeAoc v xvi (/xx)4 (+ ¢.112/50)
o0 /BnAdbupor ix xiv 20/6
Xxepvifééectov vV XV 15/11

NB: Some of the attestations come from monastery documents, lexicographers, or even scholia on
classical texts.

“ This late date in parentheses refers to attestations in the form of proper names only. The same holds
true for the numbers in parentheses in the rightmost column (number of attestations).

¥ The date in parentheses refers to a particular form from a document with no secure date (x—xix).

¢ This compound as well as the following two occurs in two alternative forms, which are accented in
different ways.

“ This late date refers to forms from monastery documents with no secure date.

49 One of the safest criteria we can use to ascertain whether a feature of ‘Egyptian’
Greek was not an isolated local feature when it does not occur in contemporary texts
from elsewhere, is the evidence from the late Byzantine vernacular Greek and/or the
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6.2. The Papyrus Compounds in Literature

A survey of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) online (as of June
2006) reveals that only a small number of the papyrus hybrid com-
pounds appear in contemporary and later (medieval) Greek litera-
ture (Table 14.5). Basically, these are terms of everyday vocabulary
(clothes, animals, measures). Administrative and ecclesiastical terms,
except dickocuriyopoc and related terms, are limited in numbers of
forms and attestations and have a shorter timespan.

This picture would be different if we searched the TLG not only for
the Latinate hybrids that occur in papyri, but for all the Latinate
hybrids found in Greek (literary texts, inscriptions, papyri). In that
case, the list would be much longer and would include numerous
administrative terms and related vocabulary.>°

6.3. The Survival of the Latin(ate) Compounds
in Modern Greek

A considerable number of the Latin forms that entered Greek in
antiquity survived throughout medieval Greek and some of them
reached the modern stages of the language.5! Occasionally some
phonological, morphological, or even semantic modification oc-
curred, e.g. Latin adj. asper, -a, -um ‘rough’ > late/Byzantine Greek

modern Greek dialects. A corresponding attestation from these sources can demon
strate with plausibility that we are dealing with a more general trait of Greek of the
post classical period (cf. S. G. Kapsomenos, ‘Das Griechische in Agypten’, Museum
Helveticum, 10 (1953), 248 63, esp. 262 3).

50 See Hofmann, Die lateinischen Worter, passim.

51 The survival of the imported Latin material has been the subject of many studies
so far, either exclusively or partly. For medieval Greek see the comprehensive over
view by Kahane and Kahane, “‘Western Impact, 128 36 and 150 3, who provide an
exhaustive amount of secondary bibliography too. For modern Greek see G. Meyer,
Neugriechische Studien, iii: Die lateinischen Lehnworte im Neugriechischen; iv: Die
romanischen Lehnworte im Neugriechischen (Sitzungsberichte der kaiserlichen Aka
demie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Philosophisch historische Klasse, Band 132/3, 6;
Vienna, 1895), which remains the standard work of reference although it is partly out
of date. See also N. Katsanis, ‘Greek and Latin: Evidence from the Modern Greek
Dialects’, in Christidis, History of Ancient Greek, 800 4, 857 8, for examples and up
to date bibliography (with particular reference to Mihdescu’s works) on vulgar Latin
material in modern Greek.
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dcmpoc, -n, -ov (frequently in the form of a substantivized neut. plL
dcmpa) ‘rough, i.e. new and shining (silver coin)’ > modern Greek
adj. dcwpoc, -7, -0 ‘white’.

A warning is necessary. Not all Latinate forms go back to antiquity or
indeed to Latin. Greek acquired forms of this type at various stages: in
the early middle ages from medieval Latin, or even through Balkan
Latin;>2 in the late middle ages through a Romance language like Gallo-
Romance or the Italian dialects (Venetian, Genoese); in the modern
period through a modern Romance language (French, Italian, etc.).53

We can at least be more certain about the provenance of the hybrid
compounds of the papyri. It is highly unlikely that such special forms
could have become obsolete at some stage and then be recoined and
reintroduced to language use at a later stage. Viscidi5* estimated that
out of ¢.2,900 Latin borrowings (his own figure, based mainly on
literary texts), some 200 forms (on the basis of Meyer’s data)3s
managed to make their way down to modern Greek. In other
words, the surviving material is ¢.7 per cent of the total number of
the Latin loanwords that originally entered Greek. For the hybrids
from the papyri, the percentage is roughly the same: 6 out of ¢.75
forms, i.e. just below 10 per cent (slightly more when we take into
account form(s) from the modern Greek dialects too; but given the
small number of the hybrid forms, such small differences would be
statistically unimportant).

In modern Greek we find survivals of the following Latinate
compounds:

(i) Three words referring to clothing: kovrofpdx: ‘short trousers,
pants, mouxduico ‘shirt’ (< dmorduicov), and yewpopdviko ‘sleeve’
(< xetpopaviri(o)v ).

52 See, in addition to the titles in previous n., H. Petersmann, ‘Vulgirlateinisches
aus Byzanz) in C. W. Miiller, K. Sier, and J. Werner (eds.), Zum Umgang mit fremden
Sprachen in der griechisch rémischen Antike: Kolloquium der Fachrichtungen Klassische
Philologie der Universititen Leipzig und Saarbriicken am 21. und 22. November 1989 in
Saarbriicken (Stuttgart, 1992), 219 31; Browning, Greek, 67 8; Coleman, ‘Greek and
Latin’, 795 9.

53 See Meyer, Neugriechische Studien, iv; cf. also Kahane and Kahane, “Western
Impact, 136 53.

54 Viscidi, Prestiti, 58.

55 Meyer, Neugriechische Studien, iii.
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(ii) Two words referring to animals: pvifémovAo (or Spviflomode)
‘little chicken’ and mepicrepdmovio ‘squab; little pigeon’.

(iii) words surviving only in a particular context (ecclesiastical):
e.g. cyrelloc, usually found as mpwroctyxeldoc ‘a cleric acting as
a secretary to a bishop/metropolitan’ (literally having the meaning ‘a
monk living next to an abbot, i.e. his assistant’).

The modern Greek dialects¢ can offer a very little additional evi-
dence: thus we find the term waparéii(ov) (provided that the attested
word in papyrus BGU 1I 459, 111 is indeed 7apaxéldov and not
mepucélov), meaning ‘a room/cell (in a monastery) next to a bigger
room/cell} or ‘a small building next to a house, used as a storeroom.

In general, the comparison of the modern Greek data with the
evidence from medieval literature shows that it was basically some
terms of the everyday vocabulary that managed to make their way
through the medieval period and survive until the present time. This
fact might indicate a different degree of integration for the low-
register vocabulary from that for the high-register terms: adminis-
trative, political, and military terms are much more closely related to
the social superstructure; once major historical changes (political, socio-
economic, cultural) affecting those structures occurred—primarily the
gradual transformation and waning of the Eastern Roman Empire—
a large part of the relevant vocabulary became obsolete.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The majority of the Latinate compounds show through their linguis-
tic features and their distribution that they were as integrated into
Greek as the standard Latin loanwords. Not only do the phonology,
morphology, derivational patterns, and semantics match those that
we expect, but also their diachronic development follows that of
other Latinisms. However, the hybrid forms stand out because of
their more complicated morphological structure, which reflects cre-
ative word-formation processes occurring primarily within Greek.

56 T have limited my search to the data provided by the archive (including both
published and unpublished material) of the I/ANE archive (Academy of Athens).
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On the other hand, it is tempting to stress that the hybrid com-
pounds of the papyri differ from those found in literature because
they are closer, in some instances at least, to the spoken language. It is
undeniable, however, that some of these words are marginal, if at all
real, as evidenced by their poor attestation and indicated by their odd
semantics and strange morphology (e.g. évepadvodpiov, maticovpic).

This last point is significant. Because of the way in which they are
integrated into the Greek vocabulary the hybrids offer us additional
insights into the different ways in which Latin exerted influence on
Greek; the chronological distribution of the hybrids is particularly
interesting from this point of view. On the other hand, we must resist
the temptation to treat all these forms as a coherent group. We have
seen that the list includes both high- and low-register forms, and in
all likelihood it also includes spur-of the-moment formations which
were never part of the mainstream vocabulary as well as fully inte-
grated words. A complete study must look beyond the statistics at the
individual words in their context.

Appendix: List of Hybrid Compound Forms

(i) The forms are provided here on the basis of Daris, as amended by
Cervenka Ehrenstrasser and Diethart for the entries beginning with 4 4.
The selection/omission of some forms on the basis of these two works does
not necessarily imply full acceptance of their views about every particular
(problematic) form. Entries marked with an asterisk (*) are problematic as
to their word formation/etymology, in general or with reference to the
Latin(ate) member, and/or the safe reading of their attestation(s).

(if) A very few attestations, especially of dmo compounds, might come
exclusively from inscriptions (Coptic or not) from Egypt. I have chosen to
follow Daris (as amended by Cervenka Ehrenstrasser and Diethart) and
include them in the list of hybrids. These forms are marked with a « symbol.

(iii) Words which are deemed to be hybrids or univerbations in Latin already
(though the ‘precedence’ of one language over another in terms of time is often
questionable), e.g. diloris, paragauda, usu(s) fructus, fidei commissa(rius), have
been omitted since they are not Latinate in the same respect (with some
reservations for the first two examples) as the forms in the list. Similarly,
I have omitted calque forms like alwvokoAdyriwy (Gk. kodAnriwv: Lat.
glutinator) (see Cervenka Ehrenstrasser and Diethart, s.v.).
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(iv) The Latin morpheme/word inside the brackets indicates only the closest
standard original form in Latin (which in its turn might be a loan from another
language: e.g. bra(c)ca(e) < Celto Germanic, maforte < Semitic). However, in
many cases a vulgar Latin or a more adapted (‘Hellenized’) form of the Latin
morpheme/word might have in fact served as the actual Latinate basis for the
creation of the attested Graeco Latin hybrid, e.g. rerpafectiaioc ‘containing
four sextarit (< Gk. rerpa + &écrne < Lat. sextarius).

(v) Words in square brackets [ ] are univerbations, not hybrids, and have not
been examined nor been counted for the purpose of the statistics of this paper.

adnAnydrevrov, 76 ‘what is not recorded, entered up as tax(: delegatio)’
< Gk.a + Gk.dnAnyared w + 7Tov < Lat. delegatio/delegare/delegatum.
dAApopavddropec, of (pl.) ‘mandatores of each other, mutual guarantors
(?)’ < Gk. dA\npdo ¢ + Lat. mandator.

dvwawvémapyoc, 6 ‘(lit.) prefect of the annona; officer in charge of the
distribution of cereals’ < Lat. annona + Gk. émapyoc.

*avvwvordmiTov, 76 ‘agricultural produce for people and animals’ < Lat.
annona + Gk. kdmrov < Lat. caput.

dvrickpiBalc), 6 ‘(lit.) deputy (?) scribe; judicial officer in charge of issues
of civil law’ < Gk. dvr{ + Lat. scriba.

dmlomdAAwov, 76 ‘a simple pallium?’ < Gk. amdo(d)c + Lat. pallium.

dmodparwvdproc, 6 ‘former flag bearer (draconarius)’; or ‘one of/from (the
class of) the draconarii’ < Gk. dwé + Lat. draconarius.

dmokdunc, ¢ ‘former comes’; or ‘one of/from (the class of) the comites
< Gk. dmé + Lat. comes.

o dmompatmécitoc, 6 ‘former praepositus (military commander)’; or ‘one of/
from (the class of) the praepositi’ < Gk. amé + Lat. praepositus.

dmomporikTwp, ¢ former protector’; or ‘one of/from (the class of) the
protectores < Gk. dmé + Lat. protector.

o dmotpiBoivoc, 6 ‘former tribunus or ‘one who belongs to the class of the
tribun? < Gk. amd + Lat. tribunus.

*dpytcrafAitye, 6 ‘stable man in chief” < Gk. dpyt + Lat. stabulum.

dpxicrdrwp, 6 ‘chief usher, head messenger’ < Gk. dpx: + Lat. stator.

o dpyiraf(ov)Adpioc, 6 ‘record keeper’ < Gk. dpxt + Lat. tab(u)larius.

*dyaduavpoc, ov ‘dark red (?)’ < Gk. dyaoc (?) + Lat.(?) maurus, a, um.

BnédA v [ o pdpoc, ¢ ‘flag bearer’ < Lat. uexillum + Gk. ¢dpoc.

*Seduaticopaddptye, & | Sedparicopaddp(r)i(o)v, 76 (also Sadpariko
pagdpiov) ‘veil with sleeves and head cover’ < Lat. delmatica/dalmatica +
Lat. (?) mavors/maforte < Sem. ma‘aforet or ma ‘aforta.

diéviciov, 76 (and Siovyxiov, 76) ‘(weight of) two ounces’ < Gk. 8{(c) +
Lat. uncia.
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éumlovpoc, m, ov ‘plumatus, embroidered” < Gk. & + Lat. pluma.

*évepadvoduor, 76 ‘list of dead (2)” < Gk. évepor (?) + Lat. ad nomen (2).

éfakecriaioc, a, ov (and é€déecrov, 76) ‘containing six sextarii < GKk. €
+ &éctme < Lat. sextarius.

o ¥émicaltucdc, 6 [doubtful reading obscure meaning] ‘head dancer (?),
dance master (?)’ < Gk. éx{ + Lat. salticus, a, um (2).

émtaxeldpiov, 76 (or émraxédapov) ‘(perh.) chest, or similar, with seven
compartments’ < Gk. érrd + Lat. cellarium < cella.

ebmlovpoc, ov ‘embroidered, etc’ < Gk. adverb €5 + Lat. pluma.

Nuidyrwov, 76 ‘half ounce’ < Gk. e + Lat. uncia.

{mmoBoilpdwv, 6 ‘amule (?)’ < Gk. immo ¢ + Lat. burdo.

laukiopdyetpoc, 6 ‘sausage cook; sausage seller’ < Lat. i(n)sicium + Gk
payetpoc.

laukiomdddnc, 6 ‘sausage/mince seller’ < Lat. i(n)sicium + Gk. 7dAyc.

*KodoBropaddpiov, T6 ‘a veil worn over a koAdBior’ < Gk. koAdBio v + Lat.
(?) maforte/mavors < Sem. ma‘aforet or ma‘afort.

roperoTpuBoivoc, ¢ ‘title of an imperial officer’ < Lat. comes tribunus.

wovrofpdri(o)v, 76 ‘short pants’ < Gk. kovrd ¢ + Lat. bra(c)cae, arum/ bra
(¢)ca, ae.

kovpomepcwvdpioc, ¢ ‘official of some kind’ < Lat. cura + Lat. personalis/
cura(tor) + personarum.

Aavatovpydc, 6 ‘woolweaver’ < Lat. lanatum + Gk. ovpyoc.

Aemrapuktdpiov, 76 ‘a fine cloak’ < Gk. Aemrd ¢ + Lat. amictorium.

AwpoTduoc, ¢ ‘thong cutter (?)” < Lat. lorum/ lorus + Gk. Topoc.

wetpidrpovcroc, ov ‘(perhaps) simple woven, simple dyed (?)° < Gk.
wérpo ¢ + Lat. crusta / crustus, a, um.

povopé(yy)kavrov, 78 ‘form of a quittance(?)’ < Gk. udvo ¢ + Lat. recauta.

dfovepmlovpdpioc, 6 ‘linen embroiderer’ < Gk. 80dv n + éumlovuoc
< Gk. & + Lat. pluma + dpioc (under the influence of plumarius).

ditafectialoc, a, ov (and dwrdfectov, 76 (?)) ‘containing eight sextari’
< Gk. 8kt & + Eéctye < Lat. sextarius.

Svopdyywr, 6 ‘donkey seller’ < Gk. évo ¢ + Lat. mango.

épBdémlovpoc, ov ‘embroidered’ < Gk. 8pfé ¢ + Lat. pluma.

SpvibomovAdiov/pviBémovA(X)ov, 78 ‘small or young chicken/fowl’ < Gk.
8pvid + Lat. pullus.

0vmAéBupov, 76 ‘door curtain’ < Lat. uelum + Gk. 8vpa.

maydpxne, 6 (and wdyapyoc, 6, also wayapyitnc, 6) ‘governor of a village,
district (pagus)’ < Lat. pagus ‘village, district” + Gk. apyoc or apync; cf.
also mayapylia, 1 and wayapyidc, 14, 6v.

maparélov, 76 (Or mepicédiov, 74) ‘adjoining room’ < Gk. mapd/(mepl) +
Lat. cella.
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*matucovpdc, 6 ‘one in charge of pasturing (?)’ < Lat. pastus (?) + cura (?).

mevrafectiaioc, a, ov (adj.) ‘containing five sextarii’ < Gk. wévr e + Eécrnc
< Lat. sextarius.

mevrappdcTovdov, 76 ‘five arm candlestick (?)’ < Gk. mévr € + Latin(ate)
pécTovov < Lat. rostulum < Lat. rostrum.

mepicTepdmovAdov, 76 ‘small pigeon” < Gk. mepicrep ¢ + Lat. pullus.

moAiTucompartddploc, a, ov ‘according to both ius ciuile and ius praetor
ium?’ < Gk. mohirucd ¢ + Lat. praetorius, a, um.

mpodnAnydrov, 76 ‘kind of tax (?)” < Gk. mpé + Lat. delegatum.

mpopdéov, 76 ‘name of a garment’ < Gk. wpd + Lat. maximum.

7prTO7TanL,KLO(, 6 “first patrician (title)” < Gk. mpdTo ¢ + Lat. patricius.

caBavodaridpiov, 76 ‘linen face cloth (?)’ < Gk. cdBavo v + Lat. faciale.

caryéBupoc, 6 ‘a woollen cloak (?)’ < Lat. sagum / sagus + Lat. birrus.

celMomoidc, 6 ‘saddler; seat maker’ < Lat. sella + Gk. moidc.

*cyvopvdaé, ¢ (a personal name (?)) ‘the guardian of a standard or a
maniple (?)’; or ‘warden of a prison (?)’ < Lat. signum + Gk. ¢vAaé.

covBpikopaddprnc, 6 | Twov, 76 ‘outer veil < Lat. subricula + Lat.(?)
maforte/mavors < Sem. ma‘aforet or ma‘aforta.

cov(B) pucomdAiov, 78 ‘outer cloak’ < Lat. subricula + Lat. pallium.

*cruxapouaddpiov, 78 ‘a cloak with a hood” < Gk. criydp wov + Lat. (?)
maforte/mavors < Sem. ma‘aforet or ma‘aforta.

cvyréloc, a, ov (also chyreldoc, cuyrelddpioc) ‘of the same cella, cell
mate; an abbot’s assistant (: monk)’ < Gk. cov + Lat. cella.

cvykodijyac, ¢ ‘colleague (?)” < Gk. ctv + collega.

cwvoverpavdc, 6 ‘fellow veteran’ < Gk. cov + Lat. ueteranus.

TeTpalectiaioc, a, ov ‘containing four sextarit < Gk. Tetpa  + Eéctyc
< Lat. sextarius.

Tpicelov, 76 (substantivized) ‘having three seats’ < Gk. 7pt  + Lat. sella.

vmoxapic(t)ov, 76 (and dmoxaudciov) ‘under shirt’ < Gk. vwé + Lat.
camisia.

dmovordpuoc, 6 ‘deputy notarius (?)’< Gk. v + Lat. notarius.

éickocuviyopoc, ¢ ‘one who represents the interests of the imperial treas
ury in the courts’ < Lat. fiscus + Gk. covijyopoc.

xetpopaviki(o)v, ¢ ‘hand sleeve’ < Gk. yelp + Lat. manica/ ae (pl.).

xetpopdmmiov, 76 ‘(hand) towel’ < Gk. yelp + Lat. mappa.

xepriBééectov, 76 ‘wash basin’ < Gk. yéprup + Eécrnec <Lat. sextarius.

[Univerbations]

[dBdrTic/aBdrTnc, ¢ ‘registrar, senior secretary’ < Lat. ab actis].

[dBpéBic, 6 ‘administrative officer’ < Lat. a breui(bu)s (2); cf. dBdrric].

[ddvodper, 76 ‘calling by name, call over (?)’< Lat. ad nomen].
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[dropevTapy / vijcoc, 6 ‘protocol officer’ < Lat. a commentariis; cf. the
other ab noun forms: dfdxic, etc.) in contamination with commentar
iensis].

[dvvodpepoc, ¢ ‘military title’ < Lat. a(b) numeris].

[éppo(po)kodcrwp (cf. dppixodcrwp) ‘weapon guard < Lat. armoru(m)
custos: univerbation, regularized into a pseudo compound (?)].

[BiciirexToc, 6 ‘twice selected (soldier), i.e. outstanding soldier of a special
military unit’ < Lat. bis electus].

[ééxevTvplwy, 6 ‘a former centurio’; or ‘one of/from (the class of) the
centuriones < Lat. ex + centurio].

[6mromplyred, 6 “(title of) a junior military officer’ < Lat. optio + Lat.
princeps].
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Vina fictitia from Latin into Greek: The
Evidence of the Papyri*

Anastasia Maravela-Solbakk

1. INTRODUCTION

It is generally admitted that the suffixes -4roc and -drov, amply used in
Greek derivation from the late Roman period onwards, are Latinate
suffixes, that is they represent a transplantation into Greek of the Latin
suffixes -afus and -atum.! The morphological incorporation of these
suffixes into the Greek suffixation system was an easy matter. The
derivative words could be neatly subsumed under the group of verbal
adjectives (and their derivative nouns) in -7oc, -7ov, well established in
Greek since the time of Homer.2 The present paper seeks to shed light
on the early linguistic career in Greek of a subgroup of nouns from this
important family of words, namely neuter nouns in -drov signifying
aromatic or artificial wines (gocdrov, dwarov etc.), the so-called vina
fictitia of Latin,? in the light of a growing body of evidence furnished by

* Tam indebted to Dr David Leith (Wellcome Centre for the History of Medicine,
UCL) who read and commented upon a draft of this article.

1 Cf. Palmer, Grammar, 45 6; S. Jannaccone, Recherches sur les éléments grecs du
vocabulaire latin de I'empire (Paris, 1950), 58 9; J. N. Adams, Bilingualism and Latin
Language (Cambridge, 2003), 495 6; J. Diethart, ‘Zu neutralen Abstrakta auf drov im
byzantinischen Griechisch, Jahrbuch der osterreichischen Byzantinistik, 56 (2006), 13 26.

2 P. Chantraine, La Formation des noms en grec ancien (Paris, 1933), 299 309. See
also Adams, Bilingualism, 495: ‘If the borrowing language already has a suffix which
resembles phonetically a suffix in the contact language conditions are ideal for the
suffix in the contact language to be borrowed’.

3 In Greek these wines are labelled either ofvot écxevacuévor (Artemid. Onirocr. 1.
66. 18 22 Pack olvdueAt 8¢ ral pedlumdov kal $dpdunlov kal pvpritny kal mdvra Tov
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documentary papyri from Egypt. While L. R. Palmer in his Grammar of
the Post-Ptolemaic Papyri (1945) asserted apropos of the -droc deriva-
tives that ‘the rich development of this suffix in Greek...took place
after the period which our texts cover,* a number of attestations yielded
by papyri in the meantime have generated new evidence concerning the
timespan and process of the translation of wine names in -Grov from
Latin to Greek. For comparison, the evidence of the papyri concerning
the circumstances and effect of the introduction into Greek from Latin
of another, very common, noun for an artificial wine, namely «ovéirov,
will be brought to bear on the discussion.

2. AROMATIC OR ARTIFICIAL WINES IN GREEK

Mentions of aromatic or artificial wines in Greek are to be found
largely in two types of sources:

(a) Greek medical, veterinary, and pharmacological writings from
the Hippocratic writers in the fifth/fourth century Bc, through
Dioscorides (i Ap) and Galen (ii Ap), to Oribasius (iv AD), Aetius
(v AD), Alexander of Tralles (v/vi ap), and Paul of Aegina (vii AD),
the wines in question being, as explicitly stated by Pliny (HN 14. 98),
employed in therapeutics;’

(b) documentary texts, mostly papyri from Egypt.

The present discussion will take the papyrological evidence as its
starting point and will investigate: (i) how the testimony of the
papyri contributes to our understanding of the process of linguistic
contact and cross-fertilization between Greek and Latin at the time

G’KE'UG.C/J.éVOV OfVOV 7TL,V€LV 7T/\OU(L/OL( ‘U,E‘V 0’.’}/0.061/ Sl.d ’Tl‘) TPU(}SL;.V, 7T€/V7]CL SG‘ ,U.DX&UPL;V Ol;
yap mpdTepov opudcy éml T TowdTa mouarta € un Hmo vécov dvaykdlowrTo) Or
mpomépara (Alex. Trall. Ther. ii. 341. 15 18).

4 Palmer, Grammar, 46 (italics mine).

5 The following Latin authors discuss or mention the artificial wines examined in
the present paper: Columella in De Re Rustica (c. AD 60 5), Pliny the Elder in Historia
Naturalis (d. Ap 79), Ps.Apicius in De Re Coquinaria (4th c. ap), Palladius in Opus
Agriculturae (end of 4th/early 5th c. ap), the author of the life of the emperor
Heliogabalus (Aelius Lampridius?) in Historia Augusta (c. ap 400), and Plinius
Valerianus in De Medicina (6th/7th c. ap).
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around the transition from the Roman to the Byzantine period; (ii)
how the papyrological evidence relates to the former group of
sources.

2.1. xovditov, ‘Mulled/Spiced Wine’

As the mentions of xovdirov (‘mulled/spiced wine’) are by far the
most numerous, it seems appropriate to begin the discussion with
this artificial wine that took its name from the Latin vinum condi-
tum.® This wine was not only employed for medicinal purposes, but
also consumed for pleasure,” as suggested by the private letter SB XX
14226 (iv/v aD), at 1. 15-18. The female author asks the male
addressee in a tone of ironic bitterness whether the fact that she
did not receive anything from him ahead of the festivity means that
she does not ‘deserve the sweets and mulled wine of the Kalendae (sc.
Ianuariae)’® This letter, the entry xovdirov (paypal) p in the travel
accounts of Theophanes (P.Ryl. IV 629, l. 367; dated to ap 317-23),
and another private letter, Stud. Pal. XX 107 (iv AD), replete with
errors, in which a certain Ioannes asks Leontios to contact the wine-
seller Annianos and find out whether he has mulled wine according
to his instructions,® are the earliest papyrological attestations of
rovdiTov. Its occurrences in the papyri span the period from the
fourth to the seventh century ap.!® From the early fourth century

6 The Latin provenance of the word is the topic of AP9. 502, going under the name
of Palladas (... 76 8¢ kovdirov mdfev écxev | Totvopa; Tic pwvijc écti yap AANSTpiov | THic
v EAvor: el Popaikdc 8¢ kaleitad, ‘ adToc v eldeinc, Pwpaikdraroc @v); on its
derivation from condire (‘to spice/to season the wine’) see J. Kramer, ‘Gewiirze und
Mulsum: Zur Bedeutung von xovdiroc und rov8irov in den Papyri, in B. Kramer, W.
Luppe, H. Maehler, and G. Poethke (eds.), Akten des 21. internationalen Papyrologen
kongresses, Berlin, 13. 19.8.1995 (Stuttgart, 1997), 547 55 at 547.

7 For this compare also the testimony of Artemidorus (Onirocr. 1. 66. 18 22);
see n. 3.

8 The editio princeps is CPR VIII 52; new edition in M. Paul, ‘CPR VIII 52
komplettiert: Brief der Therpe an ihren Vater’, Analecta Papyrologica, 4 (1992), 75 8.

9 For this interpretation of the content of the letter see H. Harrauer and P. J.
Sijpesteijn, ‘Lexikographische Delenda, Corrigenda et Addenda’, Wiener Studien, 96
(1983), 68 74 at 69.

10 Other witnesses include: P. Ashm. inv. 33, col. i, l. 7 kov'8"(rov dudar(npat) B
(list of provisions; edition by A. Maravela Solbakk forthcoming in ZPE; vvi AD);
GMP 115, 1. 3 kovdirov (in a list of medicinal wines; vi Ap); P. Ant. 1164,1. 4 ... dAléyov
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(aDp 301 or a short time afterwards) dates the only epigraphical
attestation of the word, the entry KOVS{G}L/TOU {raA(ikoc) .f(e/CT”r]c) a
(8nvdpia) «8 in the Greek translation of Diocletian’s Edictum de pretiis
rerum venalium (Ed. Diocl. 11 17 Giacchero).!! The above documen-
tary evidence—at least those pieces that may be dated by criteria other
than palaeography alone—proves invaluable for determining the time
of the introduction of the word into Greek as the late third century ap
and thus supplements the more confused chronological picture
offered by the earliest occurrences of the word in medical or med-
ico-magical literature. All these (Orib. Coll. med. 5. 33. 8. 1, 5. 33. 9.
1;12 Ecl. med. 62. 8. 1, 62. 9. 2, Hipp. Berol. 2. 20. 11, 2. 25. 8, 30. 7. 4,
etc.; Hipp. Paris. 560. 2; Hipp. Cantabr. 5. 4. 1, 24. 11. 3;13 Cyranides 2.
24.36;3.1.62;3.3.16;3.3.21;4. 17. 3;14 Ps.-Gal. De rem. par. xiv. 383.
8,9, 11,573.1,5K)!5 point to the late fourth century Ap at the earliest.

So far the papyrological evidence for artificial wines in -d7ov amounts
to fourteen texts yielding mentions of eleven different wine-types

(ﬁocdrov, apwbarov, kirpdrTov, kapvodudddTov, pvpcwdTov, pocriy-

arov, cTupakdTov, (aTov, kudwvdTov, H8popocdTov, p,ovcxopoc&'rov).16

rovdiTov. .. (medical prescription; vi Ap); MPER, NS XIII 18 wovdirwv ‘ moLpody
( kovdirov | mupodv) (remedy label; vii AD). In two other cases, Stud. Pal. VIII 967,
1. 4 kovdir(w) dprordm(w) (vi aD) and P. Apoll. 85,11. 5, 8, and 9 vmép kov<8{>7wv (vii
AD), the noun in question is not neuter xovdirov, ‘wine’ but masc. xovdiroc, ‘spice’, as
argued by J. Kramer, ‘Gewiirze und Mulsum), 552 3.

11 For an earlier reference to this kind of wine in Latin see Pliny, HN 14. 108.

12 Tt is belived that Oribasius’ Collectiones Medicae was completed before Julian’s
death in AD 363, but 5. 33 has been deemed a later interpolation, see n. 46 below.

13 The treatises that constitute the Corpus Hippiatricorum Graecorum draw on
veterinary writers of the 4th c. Ap (Apsyrtus, Eumelus, Hierocles, et al.) but the
compilation though placed within the early Byzantine period necessarily post
dates these works, see L. Bodson, ‘Veterinary Medicine’, OCD 1592 3 at 1593.

14 The date of this medico magical tract on animals, birds, plants, and stones
cannot be established with certainty. Some of the material contained in it goes back to
awork of the 1st or 2nd c. AD, but the compilation that has reached us must postdate
one of its sources, the work of a certain Harpocratio believed to have lived
in Alexandria in the 4th c. Ap; see J. Scarborough, ‘Cyranides, OCD, 421, and
D. Kaimakis, Die Kyraniden (Meisenheim am Glan, 1976), 3.

15 Books I and II of this compilation have been dated to ¢. Ab 400, while book III is
considered a later interpolation, see M. Wellmann, Die Schrift des Dioskurides: Ein
Beitrag zur Geschichte der Medizin (Berlin, 1914), 16 n. 1. I gratefully acknowledge the
help of Professor I. Andorlini (Univ. of Parma) concerning the date of this work.

16 Also accentuated in the sources as drov, see S. B. Psaltes, Grammatik der
byzantinischen Chroniken (Gottingen, 1913, repr. 1974), 136 7.
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2.2. dypwbarov, ‘Wine Flavoured with Wormwood’

Another medicinal wine that surfaces in the documentary record as
early as the fourth century ap is agwblarov (‘wine flavoured with
wormwood’, ‘vermouth’). In Diocletian’s price edict (Ed. Diocl. 11 18
Giacchero, dipwldrov itaA(wcdc) E(éctme) o (dyvdpia) «) the word
translates the Latin apsinthi, itself a loan from Greek.1” Presumably a
reason that the suffix -arov was chosen when the word was borrowed
back to Greek—instead of the expected diiwfiov'8—is that in Greek
the noun dis(vfiov was already reserved for the herb.1?

The earliest papyrological attestation of the new noun is the entry
[@ift]vBdrov (Spaxpal) v in the monthly accounts of Theophanes
(PRyl. IV 639, 1. 73; ap 317-23). More interesting is a slightly later
occurrence of the word as part of a record of accounts (P.Lond. 111
1259r, iv. 32, p. 240; dated to c. Ap 330),20 in which the word has the
form dyw@driov. Whereas in the former two examples a noun ending
in -ium in Latin has received the end-suffix -arov in Greek (instead of
the expected -wov), in this case the Greek user has opted for the hybrid
suffix -driov, presumably in order to align the word with the very
common Greek diminutives in -d7wov (copdriov, {udriov, etc.) popular
in the Koine of the Roman period.2! Such an operation of trivialization
seems compatible with the overall linguistic competence of the scribe,
as reflected by his use of Greek in the rest of the text. The choice of form,
conscious or not, suggests that the suffix -4rov was not yet firmly
established within the Greek suffixation system. In addition to these
early attestations, the noun has been read on the sixth-century list of

17 The noun is still in use with reference to wine about a century later in Latin
(Pallad. Op. Agric. 3. 32 ed. Rodgers: conditum vel absentium vel rosatum vel violacium
procedere sponte fertur ex vitibus. .. ).

18 Note, however, that the Megarian copy of Ed. Diocl. has dyw8lov.

19 Attested in literature as early as the 5th/4th c. 8¢ (Hipp. De Affect. Inter. 52. 8,
etc.; Men. Samia 100; Ps. Arist. Problem. 9492, etc.).

20 The date of the text has been established by Bagnall on the basis of (a) the meat
prices recorded in it and (b) its relation to the text of the verso, see R. S. Bagnall, ‘Five
Papyri on Fourth Century Money and Prices, BASP 20 (1983), 1 19 at 8.

21 For the proliferation of diminutives in v in the Koine see Horrocks, Greek,
117 18, and in the papyri R. Cavenaile, ‘Quelques aspects de I'apport linguistique du
grec au latin d’Egypte’, Aegyptus, 32 (1952), 191 203 at 195.
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medicinal wines GMP1 15. 4.22 In the Latin corpus the word apsintha-
tum surfaces in the late fourth/early fifth century ap (Scr. Hist. Aug.
Heliog. 21. 6 Hohl condito piscinas et solia temperavit et rosato atque
absentato). In the Greek medical corpus absinth-wine is mentioned by
Oribasius (Coll. med. 5. 33. 13), Aetius (Iatr. 3. 69, 70, 71, etc.),
Alexander of Tralles ( Ther. ii. 341. 17, 457. 12, etc.), and other authors.23
In contrast, however, to the complete displacement of the term (ofvoc)
dpwparityc by the imported term wovdirov, in this case the corre-
sponding Greek term for absinth-wine, diw8iTnc, has a continuous use
in Greek medical literature from Dioscorides (Mat. med. 3. 23. 3. 5, 5.
39. 1, etc.) and Galen ( Ther. xiv. 219. 6 K) to the mid-Byzantine period,
including authors that also use the form in -4rov (Orib. Coll. med. 5. 25.
39, etc.; Aet. Iatr. 4. 51. 11, 6. 43. 14, etc.).24

2.3. pocdrov, ‘Rose-Wine’

A third scented wine with roughly the same span of documentary
attestation is pocdarov. From the fourth century ap we have only one
attestation, in Diocletian’s price edict (Ed. Diocl. 11 19 Giacchero:
pocdTou {raA(ikdc) f(e’crqc) a (37;Vdpta) k), where the word translates
the Latin rhosati.2> The ‘rose-wine’ is also mentioned in an Oxy-
rhynchite bill of lading, dated to the fifth or sixth century ap, that
lists among other goods to be transported from a boat to a house
(kal) dekaddwvw pwcdro v’ a@ (SB XX 14625, 1. 19).26 In addition the

22 The word occurs abbreviated but the editor’s analysis of the abbreviation as
apwbar(ov) instead of dipwbdr(ov) appears warranted given that the non abbre
viated words in the list are in the nominative.

2 Simpl. Comm. in Arist. Cat, CCAG viii. 413. 9; Phot. Bibl. codex 221
(p. 177°40); Hieroph. De Nutr. Meth. 9. 5. 3. Note that in the anonymous version
of the latter work that goes under the title De duodecim mensium natura the form
used is ofvovc. .. diwldrouc, i.e. a combination that changes the gender of the loan
word so that it agrees with the gender of wine in Greek (1. 5. 4, 2. 7. 2).

24 A Latinized version of the Greek masc. noun diwfirnc is used by Pliny (HN 14.
109, 20. 65) and Columella (De Re Rustica 12. 35).

25 Leofranc Holford Strevens observes that the h presumably reflects Greek influ
ence on a Latin word. Latin attestations dating from the same century are the passages
quoted already from Pallad. Op. Agric. 3. 32, 1 (see n. 17 above) and Scr. Hist. Aug.
Heliog. 21. 6 (see discussion of apsinthatum above).

26 P, Cairo Mus. inv. S.R. 3805; editio princeps in A. Hanafi, ‘Bill of Lading), in B. G.
Mandilaras (ed.), Proceedings of the XVIII International Congress of Papyrology, Athens
25 31 May 1986 (Athens, 1988), ii. 83 90.



Vina fictitia from Latin into Greek 259

word may be restored with some plausibility in a fifth/sixth-century
AD inventory of provisions (P. Ashm. inv. 33, col. i, 1. 2 p[ocd]7(ov)
[ay]y(et) [). On the preparation and medical use of this wine we are
informed by Ps.-Galen (De remed. parab. xiv. 563. 12 K), Oribasius
(Coll. med. 5. 33. 1, 2, 4, 5), Aetius (Iatr. 3. 73, 74), Alexander of
Tralles ( Ther. i. 585. 9, ii. 473. 9, 483. 30, etc.), Paul of Aegina (Epit.
med. 3. 45. 10. 8), and other authors.2” Once again, the Greek version
of the noun, (ofvoc) podiryc, employed by Dioscorides (Mat. med. 5.
27. 1), is used alongside the Latin loanword from Oribasius (Coll.
med. 5. 25. 25) to the mid-Byzantine Geoponica corpus (8. 2, etc.).28

2.4. Later-Attested Aromatic Wines

The papyrological attestations pertaining to the rest of the scented
wines are later, more specifically from the fifth, sixth, and seventh
centuries AD. The drinks concerned are:

2.4.1. wvpcwdrov, ‘myrtle-wine’

This word is a plausible restoration in the fifth/sixth-century-ap
inventory P.Ashm. inv. 33, col. I, L. 3 (u[vpc]wdr(ov) dyy(ei ) [). It
also occurs in the sixth century list of medicinal wines GMP1 15, 1. 1
(uvpcwarov). In Greek literature the word is used by all major
medical authors between Oribasius and Paul of Aegina. However,
the product signified by it is either an oil (Orib. Syn. ad Eust. 3. 9. 2.
2; Paul. Aeg. Epit. med. 3. 3. 5. 5; Alex. Trall. Ther. ii. 327. 29) or a
liquid preparation containing both oil and wine (Orib. Syn. ad Eust.
3. 9. 1; Aet. Iatr. 15. 42. 6, etc.). Only in a prescription from the
Hippiatric corpus (Hipp. Berol. ch. 35.7. 3—4, i. 194 Hoppe—Oder: &/’
oivov pvpcvdTov e’yxv,u,dﬂge) does the word feature as a qualiﬁer of

27 Hieroph. TIéc 8peider Srarrdcar dvBpwmoc e’qﬁ’ éxdcTwe unri p. 463.12 13; Phot.
Bibl. codex 221 (p. 177*40).

28 Interesting from a linguistic point of view is the hybrid podarov encountered in
two recipes cited by Aetius (Iatr. 16. 134. 5, 135. 1). Provided that the reading is not a
result of scribal error, it indicates that the use of forms god{ryc and pocarov side by
side in the Byzantine period resulted in amalgamation, the end product of which
combines the new Latinate suffix with the original Greek stem.
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oivoc. Although in the two papyri mentioned above the word stands
without the noun ofvoc, the fact that in both cases it is listed with
other medicinal wines suggests that the product in question is likely
to represent a vinum fictitium. The Greek terms for myrtle-wine are
(ofvoc) pwvpcwityc, wiprwoc (olvoc), and (olvoc) pvpriryc. The use of
the first is restricted to Dioscorides (Mat. med. 5. 29. 1) and Aetius
(Iatr. 11. 30. 55), of the second to the Galenic corpus (Gal. De Comp.
med. sec. loc. xii. 638. 4 K, etc.; Ps.-Gal. De rem. parab. xiv. 531. 9 K)
and Oribasius (Coll .med. 5. 31. 12. 1), while the third enjoys ample
attestation from Dioscorides (Eupor. 1. 93. 1. 6, 1. 99. 1. 9, etc.) and
Galen (De Comp. med. sec. loc. xiii. 85. 7 K, etc.) to Oribasius (Coll.
med. 5. 25. 28; 44. 26. 28. 1, etc.), Aetius (Iatr. 6. 43. 14, 70. 28, etc.),
Alexander of Tralles ( Ther. ii. 325. 3, 327. 10, etc.), and Paul of Aegina
(Epit. med. 3. 39. 2. 4, etc.).2° Latin authors (Plin. HN 14. 104, etc.;
Colum. 12. 38. 7; Pallad. 2. 18) designate the ‘myrtle-wine’ by the
Greek-derived myrtites, while the stem myrsin- is never employed in
Latin in connection with this wine.

2.4.2. pactiyarov, ‘mastich wine’

This is so far attested only in P. Ant. II 64 (vi AD), L. 19, a papyrus
codex preserving the title only of a prescription for the preparation of
juice of mastich wine (ckevacia x[vA]od pacriydro[v]).3° In Latin the
earliest reference to mastich wine comes from Scr. Hist. Aug. Heliog.
19. 4 (ed. Hohl), who associates its invention with the emperor
Elagabalus (AD 218-22): mastichatum et puleiatum et omnia haec,
quae nunc luxuria retinet, primus invenit, while the Greek occurrences
come from the table of contents to Aetius’ 16th book (Iatr. 16. 148)
and Alex. Trall. (Ther. ii. 341. 17).31

29 See also J. L. Fournet’s commentary to GMPI 15, 1. 1, pp. 166 7.

30 As rightly pointed out by Harrauer and Sijpesteijn (‘Lexikographische Delenda,
71), SB15307,1. 3 (in a record of expenses from the Byzantine period), where the editio
princeps proposes vmep pactiy(drov), should be analysed dmép pacriy(nc). The reason is
that nard, frankincense, and myrrh some of the ingredients in the recipe transmitted
in SBI5307 are combined in prescriptions with mastich (see e.g. the prescription for a
malagma recorded in Orib. Ecl. med. 51. 8), never with mastich wine.

31 The adj. pacriywoc in Greek is used with reference to an oil or unguent scented
with myrtle berries.
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2.4.3. crvparartov, ‘wine scented with storax’

This is attested in GMP I 15, 1. 2 (vi aAp). The drink is known only
through this papyrus and Oribasius’ description of its preparation
(Coll. med. V 33. 12). In Greek medical literature the adj. crvpdrwoc
is used as a qualifier not of wine, but of oil (Gal. De Comp. med. per
gen. xiii. 1018. 10 K; Aet. Iatr. 1. 123, etc.) or unguent (Gal. De Comp.
med. per gen. xiii. 1029. 13 K), but as already noted by J.-L. Fournet
the storax is combined with wine in prescriptions for remedies
against affections of the stomach.32 In Latin only the noun styrax/
storax is attested.?3

2.4.4. kapvodvAdatov, ‘wine scented with cloves’

This is attested in GMPI 15,1. 6 (vi Ap). The word is a hapax in Greek
but its basic ingredient, the xapvdpvldov (‘grain of the Eugenia
caryophyllata or clove tree’), is known as an aromatic and as a
medicament (Plin. HN 12. 30) to medical authors since Ps.-
Galen.?* In recipes from the Greek medical corpus this ingredient
often appears in combination with wine (Ps.-Gal. De rem. parab. xiv.
462. 3 K, etc.; Hieroph. De nutr. meth. 3. 10. 1 ff. ( = Anon. De
duodec. mens. nat. 7. 7. 2-3 Ideler) éx 8é ylvkomociac, AapPdvew
K'OVSl;'TOV, é’XOV'TG, 7T€’7T€pl,, KLVd‘M(U‘MOV, Kapv6¢UAAOV, K(ll} CT&XOC
mAeicrov; Hipp. Berol. 129. 18; Hipp. Cantabr. 21. 5; Aet. latr. 1.
133; Paul Aeg. Epit. med. 7. 11. 30, etc.).3> No reference to a wine
of this kind survives from the Latin corpus.

2.4.5. rurpdrov, ‘wine scented with citron’

This is attested in GMP I 15, 1. 7 (vi AD). The recipe for its prepar-
ation is given by Aetius (latr. 16. 138. 3), while Alexander of Tralles
lists it among the best propomata ( Ther. ii. 241. 15 ff.). It is worth
noting that not only the end-suffix of the word is Latinate; its initial
component is too, according to Dioscorides, derived from the Latin

32 GMP115,1. 2, p. 167.

33 See OLD, s.vv.

34 In prescriptions on papyri it occurs in PSITV 297,1. 4 (v ap) and P. Coll. Youtie Il
87,1. 4 (vi AD).

35 More details in J. L. Fournet’s commentary to GMPI 15, 1. 6, p. 170.
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(Mat. med. 1. 115. 5. 3—4 Wellmann: 7a 6¢ Mndwca Aeydueva 7
Tepcira ) kedpdunda, Pwpaicri 8¢ kitpia, méct yvdpiua).36

2.4.6. larov, ‘wine scented with violets’

A recipe for the preparation of this wine is to be found in P. Ant.
IT 64, 1. 14-18 (vi AD). A slightly different recipe is reported by
Oribasius (Coll. med. V 33. 6).37 The Latin version of the word is
represented in the noun violacium, ‘violet-scented (wine)’ (Apic. De
re coqu. 1. 4, Pallad. Op. agric. 3. 32).

2.4.7. kvdwvarov, ‘wine scented with quinces’

The preparation of this wine is documented in a recipe preserved at
MPER, NS XIII 14, 1. 27-35 (vii AD). Other recipes for its prepar-
ation are given by Aetius (Iatr. 5. 143) and Paul of Aegina (Epit. med.
7. 11. 30). In Latin only the Greek-derived cydonites is encountered
(Pallad. Op. agric. 11. 20).

2.4.8. vdpopocarov, ‘a rosatum with water’

This term is attested in P. Ashm. inv. 33 (v/vi aDp) col. i, 1. 9
(88popocdr(ov) dudor(npar) y). In Latin this propoma is mentioned
by the medical author Plinius Valerianus (De med. 5. 13), while
recipes for its preparation are provided by Oribasius (Coll. med. V
33. 3) and Aetius (Iatr. 5. 140). In Greek the word exists side by side
with ¥8popddwov, employed by medical authors from Ps.-Galen on-
wards (De Remed. Parab. xiv. 388. 7; Aet. Iatr. iv 37. 16, etc.).

2.4.9. povcyopocartov, ‘rose-wine scented with musk’

The word is attested only in the label MPER, ns XIII 17 (vii AD). The
musk (udcyoc)?8 is an ingredient of remedies (Ps.-Gal. De rem. parab.

36 In Latin the noun citrum, i signifies the wood of the citron tree and citrus, i
the citron tree (see OLD s.vv.).

37 The larov recipes in Aetius (Iatr. 1. 119) and Paul of Aegina (Epit. med. 7. 20.9)
clearly refer to an oil.

38 The word is a loan from Persian; see P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de
la langue grecque, iii (Paris, 1975), s.v. udcyoc 2.
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xiv. 547. 13 K; Hipp. Berol. App. 7. 8; Aet. Iatr. 1. 131. 42; Paul. Epit.
med. 7. 18. 8.9, etc.), but the composition and even the exact nature
of the potion is unknown. Comparison with pocyélaiov (attested as
such in Paul Aeg. Epit. med. 7. 20. 3. 15 and Hipp. Berol. App. 7. 60,
34, but as povcyeA[alov] in a Louvre papyrus)3® suggests that the
grammatically ‘correct’ form of the noun may be presumed to have
been pocyopocarov.40

3. PATTERNS OF DEVELOPMENT

In what follows some general observations regarding the appearance
and early development in Greek of neuters in -drov/-irov?! signifying
aromatic wines will be formulated. It would appear that the noun 7o
rovdiTov was the first term for a wine of this kind to be introduced into
Greek from Latin. In view of its occurrence in papyrus texts from the
early fourth century Ap its introduction appears to have taken place in
the third century ap (perhaps in the course of its second half or last
quarter). ‘Pocdrov appears to be the first among the -arov nouns to be
translated into Greek. Since this noun occurs in the Greek translation of
Diocletian’s price edict, it may be presumed that its incorporation into
the Greek vocabulary also took place sometime in the second half or
last quarter of the third century ap. The same process of translation
from Latin into Greek may be assumed for pacriydrov, only that it
appears to have taken place later (probably in the latter half of the
fourth century ap) since this noun is encountered in the fifth-century
medical writer Aetius and in papyrus texts of the sixth century ap.42
While the adoption of the term xovdirov from Latin into Greek does
not result in the analogical creation of more nouns in -iérov designating
aromatic wines,*? the introduction of -drov nouns triggers in Greek a

39 See Harrauer and Sijpesteijn, ‘Lexikographische Delenda’, 72.

40 On interchange of o and ov in the papyri see Gignac, Grammar, i. 212 13.

41 The formulation drov/ irov is convenient for the present purpose, but it must
be remembered that &rov is not a suffix directly parallel to drov.

42 Note that in Latin the noun (whether it was coined by the alleged inventor of the
mastich wine, the emperor Elagabalus, or at a later stage) is a hybrid with Greek stem
and Latin end suffix.

43 The similarity of the irov ending with the original Greek suffix for aromatic
wines, {rnc, may be one reason.
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process of expansion of this family of words and creation of neologisms
for which no corresponding -atum term exists in Latin (agwdarov,
UUPCYATOV, CTUPAKATOV, KaAPVOPUANATOV, KITPATOV, KUSWVATOV, (ATOV,
vdpopocdTov, pocyopocarov).* To be sure, a word is always inextricably
connected with a reference object but the creation of these neologisms
in Greek does not necessarily imply that the Greek users of these nouns
also invented the scented wines in question. The Latin author Palladius,
for example, employs the Greek-derived term cydonites for quince-
scented wine (Pall. 11. 20), while his contemporary Aetius prefers the
Latin-derived term xvdwvarov for the same product, and Apicius’ and
Palladius’ violacium is the Latin equivalent of {Grov. Certain among
these neologisms result from the combination of a Greek ingredient
name (pvpclvy, cripal, kapvddvAlov, kvddviov, la) with the Latinate
suffix,*5 while in others the Latinate suffix is combined with an ingre-
dient-name imported independently from Latin (xirpov) or from
another language (udcyoc). The -drov nouns created in Greek (and
not translated from Latin) are documented in medical texts from the
late fourth century aAp* and in papyrus texts from the fifth century.
This may suggest that they were coined in the field of medicine during
the second half of the fourth century Ap and that not much time
intervened before their adoption in the everyday sphere and medical
practice.

So far we have been discussing examples of -drov nouns for
scented wines that were either imported from Latin into Greek or
coined in Greek as a result of the stimulus provided by the translation

44 The suffix atum/ drov is employed because it signifies ‘prepared by addition
of...> Pliny (HN 14. 108) reports that wines made by addition of pepper and honey
are called condita by some and piperata by others.

45 ’Tarov in particular results from the combination in one new word of the
translation into Greek of the first element of the Latin word for violet wine (viola
cium) and the Latinate suffix used in Greek in the derivation of terms signifying
scented wines.

46 The authenticity of Orib. Coll. med. 5. 33 has been called into question by
Bussemaker and Daremberg (Euvres d’Oribase, i. 648 9), who consider this part as
an interpolation that bears the marks of a Byzantine redaction. The features that they
point out (the mention of Ascalon wine and the formulation 7. yeip{ cov instead of
7 cfje xewpl) indeed indicate a later date, but may represent nothing more than two
cases of later tampering with the text. If my assumption in the light of the papyro
logical evidence that the drov terms for scented wines were introduced into or
created within Greek in the course of the 4th c. Ap is correct, then Oribasius may
have excerpted this section from a contemporary medical manual.
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of certain cognate nouns from Latin into Greek. Two of the -drov
nouns attested through papyri, 98popocarov and dihwBarov, appear to
have been first created in Greek as a result of the derivation stimulus
exerted by Latin, and to be subsequently ‘borrowed back’ into Latin.
The noun $8popocarov, attested in Greek from the late fourth (Ori-
basius) to the fifth century ap (papyri), occurs in Latin only in the
treatise on domestic medicine that goes under the name of the sixth-
or seventh-century-ap writer Plinius Valerianus (one of the sources
of his work is the writings of Alexander of Tralles). This entails that in
this case the direction of borrowing is from Greek to Latin. A
comparable (though not absolutely clear) case may be that of the
term dyvBdrov: in Latin the word does not occur before the years
around AD 400 (in the Historia Augusta), while in Greek it is docu-
mented in papyrus texts from the early fourth century ap. It is
noteworthy that the Greek translation of the entry in Diocletian’s
price edict renders the Latin absinthi as dw6drov. This may suggest
that the noun absinthatum was not known in Latin in the early fourth
century AD, but was introduced into the language later in the course
of that century. This provides additional confirmation that the fer-
tilization of Greek and Latin also in the late Roman and early
Byzantine period was mutual—especially in the field of technical
vocabulary.4?

A final observation that pertains to the relationship between the
papyrological and other attestations of scented wines in -arov/-irov in
Greek is that the authors of the papyrus texts mentioning these wines
(be they accounts, inventory lists of products and provisions, medical
prescriptions, or private letters) consistently use the -drov/-irov term,
while medical and veterinary authors as a rule vacillate between the
Latin derived -arov/-irov and the original Greek -{rnc term (or use the
-{rmc term only).#8 It is in my view insufficient to evoke the register-
difference between papyrus texts and medical literature (that is, that the
latter group of texts have originated at a more elevated level than the
papyri, which represent documents of everyday life) in order to explain

47 On this see Horrocks, Greek, 73; P. Poccetti, ‘Latein und die griechische Welt’, in
P. Poccetti, D. Polli, and C. Santini, Eine Geschichte der lateinischen Sprache: Ausfor
mung, Sprachgebrauch, Kommunikation (Tiibingen, 2005), 90 130 at 108 and 115.

48 An exception is represented by the term xovdirov that replaces the Greek
dpwpariryc olvoc both in papyri and medical/veterinary texts.
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this situation. It is certainly a possible explanation that once an -drov/
-tTov term for a scented wine had been introduced into or formed in
Greek, it tended to suppress the earlier -{77c term; that in certain cases,
however, the earlier term proved resistent; and that it is possible to
observe this resistance and co-existence of -Grov/-irov and -{rnc variants
in medical texts that reflect a higher literary level, while the papyri show
that the -drov/-itov neologisms completely dominated everyday usage
in a province of the Roman empire (Egypt) in which Greek, albeit very
well and very long rooted, was not the mother-tongue of its inhabitants.

However, certain caveats should accompany such an explanatory
model. First, it is important to point out that some of the medical
texts mentioning these wines are products of excerpting and compil-
ation and that the medical authors of the Byzantine period had the
habit of drawing heavily on earlier medical literature, especially on
Galen. Therefore what in the light of the medical literature would
only appear to be linguistic co-existence may simply be a result of the
medical writers’ excerpting older and contemporary medical works
without subsequently editing their text so that terminology would be
consistent. The fact that no aromatic wine in -{77c has so far turned
up in papyrus texts is, in my view, suggestive of the fact that the only
sphere in which the -drov and -{77c terms for scented wines ever co-
existed was that of medical literature by dint of the ancient medical
authors’ habit of excerpting earlier literature. The fact that the Greek
translators of Diocletian’s price edict (inscriptions from Aigeira,
Lebadeia, and Megara®?) opt for the terms xovdirov, difwBarov, and
pocdrov where Greek equivalents were available (dpwpariTyc,
dwbityc, and poditnc) may indicate that Egypt was not the only
area of the Greek-speaking part of the Roman empire where the
-drov/-iTov terms for scented wines came to replace the earlier
Greek names for these wines in everyday life.

49 Excepting dywbiov on the Megarian copy, see above, n. 18.
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Lexical Translations in the Papyri:
Koine Greek, Greek Dialects, and
Foreign Languages*

Francesca Schironi

1. LITERARY PAPYRI AND LINGUISTICS

In general, literary papyrology does not offer the modern linguist much
insight into the spoken language of the ancient Greeks, since a papyrus
containing a literary text is by default a more controlled product than a
documentary text. Unlike a private letter, petition, or contract, a
literary papyrus is not a ‘living’ document and does not aim to convey
practical information. Rather, it is a copy of a text that was often first
written some centuries earlier and in a standardized literary language.
Moreover, the scribe of a literary text has a particular ‘intellectual’
interest; hence his level of education can generally be assumed to be
higher than that of the ‘author’ of a private document. This is not to say
that literary papyri do not contain the usual misspellings which arose in
the Hellenistic and Roman periods as a result of changes in pronunci-
ation; of course they do, but no more so than documentary texts.
There are, however, certain literary papyri that may offer interest-
ing insights into the history of linguistics. Specifically, these are
papyri that contain lexica or glossaries of dialectal or foreign words.

* Ishould like to thank Anna Morpurgo Davies, Eleanor Dickey, Stephanie Dalley,
John Huehnergard, Nino Luraghi, Philomen Probert, Oktor Skjaervo, and Elizabeth
Tucker for their comments. All the translations of the Greek texts are mine unless
otherwise specified.
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As is well known, Hellenistic scholars did a great deal of work in
lexicography and specifically in dialectology, composing glossaries of
dialectal words, in addition to glossaries and lexica on specific
authors, especially Homer and Hippocrates.! Some of these dialectal
glossaries were written out of an interest in the literary authors
themselves, who wrote in different literary dialects, such as the lyric
poets or Hippocrates. Other glossaries, however, gathered words
encountered in antiquarian or ethnographical studies in the tradition
of Herodotus. In the period following Alexander’s campaign and the
consolidation of the Hellenistic kingdoms, Greeks came into close
contact with many different peoples and cultures. In this cosmopol-
itan environment it is not surprising that interest developed in
ethnography and that antiquarian studies underwent a particular
development in the Hellenistic world as never before. Unfortunately,
most of the original Hellenistic works in dialectal glossography are
lost, and fragments of them can be gathered only from later products
such as the lexicon of Hesychius (v—vi AD) or the Byzantine lexica
such as the Suda (ix AD) or the Etymologica (ix—xiii AD). Thus, as the
oldest remaining examples of linguistic studies in antiquity, papyri
containing glossaries and lexica are of paramount importance in the
history of the field.2

1 T use the term glossary to denote a collection of exotic or rare words; a glossary
can also be a collection of hard words in an author, often following the order in which
they appear in his work, as happens for example in the Scholia Minora to Homer.
I apply the term lexicon (or dictionary) to works that show an attempt, however
successful, at a complete list of the words in a language. To avoid confusion it should
also be noted at the outset that I will use the Greek yAdcca for the exotic word (in the
Aristotelian sense) appearing in a glossary as lemma (headword), but the English
gloss to indicate the explanation of the lemma. On Greek glossography and lexicog
raphy see K. Latte, ‘Glossographika), Philologus, 80 (1925), 136 75; E. Degani, ‘Lessi
cografi, in E Della Corte (ed.), Dizionario degli scrittori greci e latini, 3 vols. (Milan,
1987), ii. 1169 89; K. Alpers, ‘Griechische Lexicographie in Antike und Mittelalter
dargestellt an ausgewéhlten Beispielen) in H. A. Koch and A. Krup Ebert (eds.), Welt
der Information: Wissen und Wissensvermittlung in Geschichte und Gegenwart (Stuttgart,
1990), 14 38. For dialectal glossography, we have the so called I'\dccar katd médewc, a
list of one hundred words divided by geographical areas; cf. Latte, ‘Glossographika,
136 47; C. M. Bowra, ‘I"\@ccar kara wélewc, Glotta, 38 (1959), 43 60.

2 On lexica and glossaries on papyri, cf. M. Naoumides, ‘The Fragments of Greek
Lexicography in the Papyri, in Classical Studies Presented to Ben Edwin Perry by His
Students and Colleagues at the University of Illinois, 1924 60 (Urbana, IL, 1969), 181 202.
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In order to analyse the evidence for linguistic interest in dialects and
foreign words in papyri, we must first clarify exactly what are we
looking for. For, especially when dealing with Greek dialects, the first
difficulty we face is that most Greek poetry is written in (literary)
dialects; therefore a glossary analysing, say, Aeolic or Ionic words
does not necessarily mean that the focus is on Aeolic or Ionic dialects
per se, but rather on Sappho or Alcaeus on the one hand, and on
Hippocrates, Herodotus, or Homer on the other. Therefore, to distin-
guish material of real linguistic value from literary yAdcca: one needs a
more precise criterion than the simple presence of a dialectal ‘varnish’.
A better method is to see whether the lemmata, apart from belonging to
a certain dialect, also fail to be explained with quotations or references
to literary authors and/or to be attested in literary authors. Of course,
even ifa glossary contains dialectal words neither attested in any literary
work nor explained with literary references, the possibility remains, in
principle, that the lemma is still a quotation from a lost work. With this
unavoidable caveat, we can proceed to our analysis of the preserved
material and try to identify a group of works that can bear witness to
ancient interest in languages/dialects per se.

In this analysis I have excluded glossaries and lexica limited to one
author (for example papyri of Apollonius Sophista’s Lexicon Home-
ricum and the scholia minora to Homer), as well as bilingual gloss-
aries, which, though they are linguistic tools, do not actually betray
any speculative interest in other idioms but serve a more practical
purpose: that of communicating with people speaking another lan-
guage or (for glossaries/lexica on literary authors) that of translating
written texts, whether for use or for school.? I have also omitted
onomastica, lists of words without explanations, since their lack of
explanations does not provide any proof that whoever collected the
words classified them as proper to a particular dialect or language.
With these criteria, a complete analysis of the material has led me to
isolate the following texts:

Glossaries containing dialectal words
[P. Berol. inv. 9965]
[P. Oxy. XV 1801]

3 On bilingual glossaries see J. Kramer, Glossaria bilinguia in papyris et membranis
reperta (Bonn, 1983); id., Glossaria bilinguia altera (Leipzig, 2001).
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P. Oxy. XV 1802

Glossaries containing non-Greek words
[P. Oxy. XV 1801]

P. Oxy. XV 1802

P. Ness. 11 8

The evidence is disappointingly scarce. We have only four papyri,
and, moreover, two of them (P. Berol. inv. 9965 and P. Oxy. XV 1801)
do not offer reliable evidence, for while they do contain words not
attested in literature (and which could therefore be dialectal or
foreign), those words are never defined as such in these two glossar-
ies. P Oxy. XV 1802 does, however, give positive evidence, since it
collects several eclectic yAdccar unattested in literary texts and de-
fines them as belonging to other dialects or languages. Before we turn
to P. Oxy. XV 1802, a look at the other three glossaries will make it
clear why that manuscript deserves special attention.

Bn, B, BA, Bo, with brief translations. The words, which follow an
alphabetical order limited to the first two letters, are taken from
Homer, tragedy, and Hellenistic poetry. Possible dialectal words
might be the otherwise unattested BAnyoc (1. 30), BAGSwov (1. 22),
attested only in Hsch. B 757 (BAUSiov: dypdv: {éov) and Zon. 394. 1,
and PBovmpedvec] (I 31), which probably stands for Bovmpndvec,
attested only in Hsch. B 957 (Bovmpndvec: kpyuvol peydlor, xal
Adgor). Similar is the case of P. Oxy. XV 1801 (mid i ap),® showing
two columns of rare words beginning with . Citations come from
comedy or satyr play (Eupolis, Cratinus, Hermippus, Aristophanes,
Alexis, Sophocles) and from the historian Phylarchus. There are two
possible dialectal words: [Belparec] = (éparec (1. 7), attested only in
Hsch. B 461 (Belparec iéparec), for which a possible Libyan origin
has been proposed on the basis of Hsch. 8 216: BdpBaé: iépaé, mapa
A{Bvc.5 The second possible word is BeA[Bw]a (I. 42) defined as
kaopn 7[Hc Aa]kwv[wic (as also in Steph. Byz. 161. 12), which could

4 Ed. G. Poethke, ‘Fragment einer alphabetisch geordneten Worterliste (P. Berol.
9965)’, Archiv, 39 (1993), 17 20.

5 Cf. also W. Luppe, ‘Das Komikerglossar Pap. Oxy 1801, Philologus, 111 (1967),
86 109.

6 Ibid. 107.
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indeed be a Laconian toponym. As is clear, none of these papyri
provides reliable evidence for dialectal or foreign words. They present
only words that are not attested elsewhere or, if they are, are found
only in Hesychius and other lexicographical or erudite sources which
often do collect dialectal words. Yet in none of these parallel attesta-
tions are these words attributed to a particular dialect. Thus P. Berol.
inv. 9965 and P. Oxy. XV 1801 cannot safely be considered good
evidence for Hellenistic and early Roman interest in linguistics. A
slightly better witness is P. Ness. II 8, a seventh-century codex that
preserves a glossary with miscellaneous words and short explan-
ations. All the lemmata are standard Greek words, except one in L
91: [capdBapa IT]epcira Bpéria (= Bpdria). CapdBapa are the typical
Persian and Parthian loose trousers. The word is attested in various
sources that define it as belonging to the Persian language (Hsch. ¢
190. 896; Suda ¢ 109; Phot. ii. 146.1 Naber; EGud. 496.19 Sturz). It is
also attested in the comic poet Antiphanes (fr. 199 PCG). So, in
principle, the lemma may be part of a commentary on Antiphanes’
play rather than a work of purely linguistic content. Compared with
these three papyri, 2. Oxy. XV 1802 stands out in terms of both
quality and quantity. In quantity, it includes many lemmata belong-
ing to either a dialect or a foreign language that are unattested in any
literary source; in terms of quality, the entries are rich and well
preserved, and include explicit evidence that these lemmata were
considered foreign or dialectal words.

2. P. OXY. XV 1802

P. Oxy. XV 1802 (PL. 16.1) is written across the fibres of a roll and
dated on palaeographical grounds to the second/third century Ap.”
The lemmata are set in ekthesis followed by a blank space and then by
an explanation, generally of from one to seven lines. Lemmata from
x, A, and p are preserved, and are ordered in a strict alphabetical

7 P. Oxy. XV 1802 was first published by Hunt in 1922. Lobel found some other
pieces joining it, but did not publish them. I started working on these new fragments
and on Lobel’s notes in the summer of 2004. My new edition of the entire papyrus,
with translation and full commentary is forthcoming (see p. xxii above).
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Plate 16.1. P. Oxy. XV 1802: The Oxyrhynchus glossary

order, a very rare feature in ancient lexica and glossaries. I reproduce
here the two largest pieces of the glossary, two columns almost
entirely preserved:3

P. Oxy. XV 1802, fr. 3 ii
[wléAccar] al] mic AnunTlpoc (épet]ar. 7 adr [oc 6 Amod[68wpoc] év 7
a émlayov
cav 8¢ 1ov kdAabov Taic Nipdaic cdv 70 (c1d kal Toic épyoic Tic Tlep
, _ , s s \ . .
cepdvnc, a pev mapayévechar elc Ildpov kai EevicOeicav wapa
- - , , A , y g
70 Bacidet MeXiccw yapicacBar Taic TovTov Quyatpdcw olcaic €€
5 kovta Tov Tic Pepcedpdvmc icTov kal mpdyTaic adTaic dvadoivar
70 wepl avTy mdln Te kal pvcTrpia. Sfev kal peliccac éxToTe
kAnfijvar Tac Oecuodopialoicac {kAnbivai} yuvairac.
, Iy . A y - he , -
peXdyiov  moudtidy Tv Ckvbucdy. I'airoc év & éényricle]lwc Témwv 1édw
Ke
’ 3 > > \ ~ / ’ < ’ \ ~ b
wévwv ém’ dpictepa. Tob IlévTov uépy ‘cuvkaralbeulélvwv 8¢ Tédv éa
10 7@V élvce Tov chAoyov, kal dmodvlévtec éxacto(c] éml Ta Swa map
, \ , - oy , A -
eckevalov 76 weddyrov. TodT0 8€ 70 Tépa web[V]cker waAdov Tod
A ya \ o 7/ A~ / > e \ 4
oivov, ylveTar 8¢ éfouévov 100 uélitoc wedl vdartoc kal ford
\ 3 /. ’ \ 3 -~ i1 7 \ \ 4
vn[c] Twoc éuPatlopévnc. déper yap adTdv 1) xdpa oA TO wé
A, €11 8¢ kal 76 {DToc, 6 mowolicw ék Thc kéyxpov.
15 pedwdia 1) Tpaywdio 70 madawov éAéyero dic Kallipayoc év “Ymo
wrnpac.

8 What [ present here is part of my edition with new supplements and corrections,
which differ in part from Hunt’s editio princeps of 1922.
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wevepave 70 Udwp mapd Toic [pcaic. Adelvwv é[v  Ilepcir] v

wepuvddar ol Tplopxot mapa Avdoic. AvSpwv é[v  Ilepl Tod moXé

pov Tob mpoc Tovc BapBdpovc. [

uépomec ol dppovec vmo EdBoéwv. diovicioc év [

wépoy  eldoc Spvéov Gmep dvTexTpéper Tovc k[aTaympdckovTac
Apicrorédnc év m Tlepl v év Toic {poic popiw[v

wec[o]rédecrov 76 fuirédecTov Altwlodc. [

[ acw [ ]

[ Jue. [ Jo[. .. Joowcal|

P. Oxy. XV 1802, fr. 3 iii
[M] 7 [7ed] %) AOnvd. kal é&v 76 vad ThHc Xadk[wolkov Aaxedarpmovi
wv €eti purpov Afnvddiov kal émvyelypddBar daciy adTd
‘v Marw
uitpar  eldoc pediccdv. Api[clrorédnc & y Ilep [t 7adv év Toic {orc
popiw”
witpar & Tapcd ral CGloic Tac SédTouc év alc drm[oypdpovTar Tac
olklac unipac mpocayopevechar, dc kal dnuloclac. Apicroré
Anc év 1) CoXéwv molirela.
pdcTwp 6 eldwc éavrov un kabapdv alnatolc
dev kal palvawv. Adror)eldnc év 7¢ émypal pouévw éEnynTing.
wibopy yévoc 1 dpuoviac mapa Xaddalowc mep|
MiBpac & Ipopnbeic, kara 8 dAovc 6 fAoc mapa [Tpc|arc.
pidny  yéveiov vmo ANBaviwv 7édv dpopotvrw|v
wc HparAeldnc év a Eévnc pwvijc.
pwododdecca dptbudv chvradic mapa Xadalolic. . .év Tdw,
kata BaBvladva
Mwiar 00 wévov Opyopéviot dAAG kai of Mdyvy|rec. .. Ile
pl mOTAUDY
pwddec  dumelol Twec ovTw Aéyovrar mapo. Pod[lowc?
picar {0} mapa Xaldaiow 7 7w peAddvrwy mpdyvwct[c. .. év
Tov kata BaBvldva
Murvdyvaior  kdmmloy, dr|. .. . .]. dc Hyjcavdpoc |
copl £+ 22 Jopuay[. .. ..

Apart from the yAdccar taken from a Greek dialect or a Near

Eastern language, P. Oxy. XV 1802 also contains a collection of rare
Greek words (uelwdia), cult-related (uwédiccar, Mr7ic) or ethnic
(Mwbas, MirvAnvaiod) vocabulary, and also names of animal species,
supported by the authority of Aristotle (uépoys and psrpar). The
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peculiarity of the content together with the authorities quoted sug-
gests that this work derives from an original composed in Alexandria
between the first century Bc and the first century Ap, making it a
product of Hellenistic erudition.®

I shall now focus on the more properly linguistic entries. As for
entries concerned with Greek dialects, we have:

uépomec: ol dppovec vmo EdBoéwv. diovicioc év |.

Meropes: foolish men by the Euboeans. Dionysius in...

The sense of dppovec for uépomec is not elsewhere attested. Generally
wépomec is understood as a synonym for mortals (cf. II. 18. 288). The
etymology given by the ancient grammarians was from pelpopac and &,
‘those who are able to divide, to articulate, the voice (8)’1° As a pure
suggestion, the meaning d¢povec might have originated as an extension
from the idea of the mortality and frailty of mortals, who are d¢povec,
‘senseless’ (as is common in lyric poetry, for example in Semonides
1.1-5).11 Still, the mention of the Euboeans remains a mystery.

pec[o]rédecrov: T6 YuirédecTov AiTwlobc.

Mesoteleston: half finished the Aitolians (acc.)...

The equivalence pécoc = 7ue- is self-evident; I have not, however,
found any evidence that pécoc was used instead of nu.- by the
Aitolians.

pwddec: dumelol Twec ovTw Myovrar mapa Pod[lowc

Minodes: some grape vines are so called among the Rhodians.

The only other source for this lemma is Hesychius p 1417: pwddec

GEBOC (i‘UJTE,AOU.

pirpas & Tapcd kai CBlowc Tac Sédrouvc év alc dr[oypdpovrar Tac] | olkiac,
/ / o \ ;o , » s ,
piTpac mpocayopevechar, dc kal dmulociac. Apictoré]|Anc év h Coléwy

moAiTelg.

9 A full account of the dating and the proposed attribution will appear in my
forthcoming study.

10 Cf. Hsch. u 886; Sch. II. 1. 250¢; Sch. II. 18. 288.

& mat, Tédoc pév Zevc éyel BapirTvmoc | mdvrwv 8¢ écti kal TS Srmu Béder, |
vovc & odk ém dvlpdrmorcty GAX émijuepor | & 81) Pora {bovcw, 008y elddrec | Skwe
éxactov éktedevricer fedc, ‘Boy, loud thundering Zeus controls the outcome of
everything there is and disposes it as he wishes. There is no intelligence among men,
but we live like grazing animals, subject to what the day brings, with no knowledge of
how the god will bring each thing to pass’; trans. D. E. Gerber, Greek Elegiac Poetry:
From the Seventh to the Fifth Centuries Bc (Cambridge, MA, 1999), 299.
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Metrai: in Tarsos and Soloi writing tablets in which they register the houses
are called ‘metrai’, and they are also called ‘public (tablets)’. Aristotle in the
Constitution of Soli.

The Soli mentioned here can only be the Soli in Cilicia and not that
in Cyprus because it is mentioned in close connection with Tarsus. It
is not easy to determine which language p7jrpa is taken from. Soli
was originally a Phoenician city, and was then colonized by the
Rhodians. In the fifth century Bc Soli was under the Persians and
after Alexander’s conquest it was ruled by the Seleucids. Further-
more, Tarsus has a Semitic origin, but we have also inscriptions
written in Hellenistic Koine. Thus in both Soli and Tarsus there
was a strong Greek element together with a Semitic and perhaps
Persian background.!2 Thus u#jrpac could be a local name in Hellen-
istic Koine, but could also be a Semitic or Persian word that had
perhaps already passed into the Greek vocabulary in Soli and Tarsus.

More numerous, however, are the lemmata taken from non-Greek
languages of people living in the Near East:

wepuvddac: of Tplopyor mapa Avdoic. Avdpwv é[v ™ mepl Tob moAé]|pov Tob mpoc
Tovc BapPdpovc.

Mermnadai: hawks among the Lydians. Andron in [the xth book On] the
War against the Barbarians.

Meppvddar are said to be a type of hawk. This, however, is also the
name of the family of Croesus according to Herodotus (1. 7. 2), and
it might be that pepuvddar were actually the totemic animal adopted
by the Lydian royal clan.1?

weldyiov: mopdridy v Cevbudy. I'ladroc v a éémyiclelwec Témwv Taw
ket|puévaw ém’ dpicrepd Tob [dvrov uépn ‘cuvkarabeulélvawv 8¢ Tav éla|rav
wce Tov cdMoyov, kal dmolvbévrec éxacrolc] éml ra dia mapleckedalov 76
weXdyov. TobTo 8é 76 mépa pned[d] crer paAdov ob | olvov, ylverar §é &fopévov
700 péliroc uel Hdaroc wal Bord|vn[c] Twoc éuBalopévc. pépet yap adrav
7 xpa oAb 76 wélAw, ére 8¢ kal 76 {iToc, & mowodcw ék Thc Kéyxpov.

Melugion: a Scythian beverage. Glaucus in the first book of the Description of
Places Lying towards the Left of the Black Sea (says): ‘when the drivers agreed
he dismissed the assembly and going back each to his own home they

12 On Soloi, cf. W. Ruge, s.v. Soloi (1), REiiiA. 935 8. On Tarsus, cf. id., s.v. Tarsos
(3), REivA. 2413 39, esp. 2415 18.
13 Cf. W. Fauth, ‘Gyges und die “Falken”’, Hermes, 96 (1968), 257 64.
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prepared the melugion. This drink is more intoxicating than wine and is
made of honey boiled with water, with the addition of a certain herb; for their
country produces much honey, and also beer, which they make out of millet’

The gloss connects this Scythian beverage with péA:, ‘honey’. This
drink may or may not be mead.!* What it is certain is that for a
Greek, peldyiov was interpreted as deriving from wéd.. We are,
however, probably dealing with a popular etymology, because in
Iranian there is no attested word derived from IE *meli(t)-.15 It is
therefore either a Greek, not Scythian, word for a Scythian honey-
drink, or an Iranian word that is not likely to be derived from the IE
*meli(t)-, ‘honey’.

Mevep,aw: 70 l')/5wp ﬂ'apd TOlC Hép(aL(. delvav élv ~ Hospct]fgd)v.
Menemani: water among the Persians. D(e)inon in [book x] of the Persian
History.

We are probably dealing with a reduplicated root. No Iranian word
for ‘water’ is known that shows linguistic similarities to pevepave.

MiBpac: 6 Ipounfeic, kata § dAovc 6 fAoc mapa [Epc|atc.

Mithras: Prometheus; but according to others the sun among the Persians.

Normally Mithras is Apollo, Helios, and later also Hermes, but never
Prometheus.!6 This identification may draw on the demiurgic func-
tions of both Mithras and Prometheus!” and on the fact that the
Iranian Mithras is often associated with fire.18

14 As argued by L. Tafuro, ‘A proposito dell'idromele nel POxy 1802 e nelle
Quaestiones convivales di Plutarco) in M. Capasso (ed.), Da Ercolano all’Egitto, iv:
Ricerche varie di papirologia (Galatina, 2003), 143 8.

15 Cf. M. Brust, Die indischen und iranischen Lehnworter im Griechischen (Inns
bruck, 2005) 457 8.

16 Cf. R. Turcan, Mithras Platonicus: recherches sur Ihellénisation philosophique de
Mithra (Leiden, 1975), 119 20, who links this reference to Julian the Apostate,
Against the Ignorant Cynics, 3.

17 Cf. . Cumont, The Mysteries of Mithra, 2nd edn, trans. T. J. McCormack
(Chicago, 1903; repr. New York, 1956), 140. I wonder whether the role of Mithras
as the mediator between gods and humans (cf. his epithet pecirnc) could also have
played a role in this identification; cf. ibid. 127 9; M. J. Vermaseren, Mithras, the
Secret God, trans. T. and V. Megaw (London, 1963), 106 8.

18 Cf. M. Boyce, Zoroastrianism: Its Antiquity and Constant Vigour (Costa Mesa,
CA, 1992), 54; it has also been suggested (ibid. 57) that in a pre Zoroastrian myth
Mithras performed the first sacrifice.
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M.bopy: yévoc T appoviac mapd Xaldalowc mep|
Mithorg: type of harmony among the Chaldaeans. ..

’LLVOSO)\O,.GCCE: (ipLquLCZ)V CleTagL( ﬂapd Xa/\Sa[o[L(. . ]l K'U.T(‘l B(IBUALZ)V(I.
Minodoloessa: numerical system among the Chaldaeans. . .in Babylon.

Mwododdecca is perhaps to be related to the Akkadian verb manti, ‘to
count’.

Micai: {6} mapa Xaldalowc 1§ 7dv peldvraw mpdyvwci[c. . .&v 7| Tév kara
Bafvlaova.

Misai: the foreknowledge of the future among the Chaldaeans [ ... in the xth
book] of the work on Babylon.

Mqyx: yévewov dmo ANBaviwv 1éwv Spopotvrwlv. . .]| dc Hpardeldnc év a
Eévnc pwvijc.

Milech: chin by the Albanians, those who are neighbours of...as Hera
cleides in the first book of On the Foreign Language.

According to the ancients Albania was a region near the Caspian Sea,
bordering on Armenia and Colchis. Our lemma for once seems to have
a plausible Semitic-root shape; the most obvious parallel would be
m(e)lek, ‘king’ in Aramaic. The appearance of a Semitic word in a
Caucasian region is not impossible, given that Aramaic was the lingua
franca in the area between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. If this is
right, we may need to correct the ‘translation” because yévewov, ‘chin;
beard’ does not make obvious sense (unless ‘beard’ could advance in
meaning to ‘bearded one), that is ‘king, among the ancient Albanians).
Avery suitable solution would be yevvaiov, which means ‘noble’ (where
the semantic path towards ‘king’ would be shorter), and could have
been easily corrupted into yévewov by the omission of one v and an
iotacistic error.!® Nevertheless, the fact that the adjective is neuter here
renders this interpretation difficult to accept (could the meaning be
‘nobility, that is neuter adjective as substantive?). We are hardly in a
position to attempt emendation of the papyrus reading.

To set these foreign yAdccar against a wider background, we may
briefly review the evidence we have of Hellenistic work in non-Greek
languages. The evidence for glossaries gathering foreign words is
scarce. In the third century Bc Neoptolemus of Parium wrote about

19 For av > e cf. Gignac, Grammar, i. 260.
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Phrygian yAdccat, but nothing of this work has survived; Athenaeus
preserves a yAdcca from Phrygia and one from Soli taken from the
work of Cleitarchus of Aegina (second/first century Bc); we know of
a lost Ilept 7av Eévwe elpnuévawrv Aéfewv kata crovyeiov of Dorotheus
of Ascalon (first century ap). Most evidence is again to be found in
Hesychius, who of course derives most of his material from Pamphi-
lus (again first century Ap). P. Oxy. XV 1802 is thus the only extant
collection of foreign and dialectal words dating back to the late
Hellenistic-Roman period. Although the lack of other comparable
texts makes this papyrus so interesting, it also raises many questions
as to the value and the content of this glossary.

With the foreign words of P. Oxy. XV 1802 the first problem is to
determine what these labels (Persian, Babylonian, Chaldaean) mean.
If we are dealing with three different types of languages, Persian is
probably Old Persian or Middle Persian.2® For Babylonian we can
understand some variety of Akkadian.2! For Chaldaean, one possi-
bility would be to identify it with the Aramaic, the lingua franca of
the Near East at the time, but it could also be read as a synonym for
Babylonian, i.e. Akkadian. Nor can we rule out the possibility that these
divisions (that is Persian, Babylonian, and Chaldaean) were not so
clearly defined. Perhaps they just meant the language spoken in the
(ex-)Persian Empire, without any further distinction. In the end, the
linguistic strata of those regions were so complex that it would probably
be difficult for a Hellenistic Greek to draw clear distinctions between all
these different languages, especially as they were spoken in the same
area (with many reciprocal influences in terms of lexicon). Moreover,
they would probably all sound equally ‘barbarian’ to Greek ears.

The second problem is that most of these Semitic and Persian
yAdccar have not been recognized in any of these languages and some
of them do not even sound phonetically compatible with the lan-
guages they are claimed to be. Most probably whoever collected these

20 Persian is divided into Old Persian (attested from the sixth to the fourth century
BC and written in a form of cuneiform), Middle Persian (c.240 Bc AD 620, written in
the Pahlavi alphabet), and Neo Persian or Farsi. Old Persian is the language attested
in the Achaemenid inscriptions, but it was never the administrative language or the
lingua franca of the Achaemenid Empire (which used Aramaic for this role). Cf.
R. Schmitt, ‘Old Persian’, CEWAL 717 41 at 717.

21 On Akkadian and its divisions see J. Huehnergard and C. Woods, ‘Akkadian and
Eblaite, CEWAL 218 80 at 218 19.



Lexical Translations in the Papyri 279

words did not transcribe them correctly. Furthermore these foreign
words, whether Persian, Babylonian, or Chaldaean, were very likely
acquired by dxo7, by hearsay. Inscriptions and written records of
these exotic languages were not the kind of evidence in which the
Hellenistic antiquarians were interested or to which they had easy
access. Their modus operandi seems instead much more in the line of
Herodotean (cropin. If we think thus in terms of oral transmission,
this opens up the possibility of many corruptions to the original
word; in any linguistic exchange attempts to reproduce the sounds of
an unfamiliar language can result in gross inaccuracies. To sum up,
the first feature that makes this glossary linguistically unique is the
number of words from Greek dialects and Near Eastern languages. It
also offers an interesting historical perspective on the knowledge of
non-Greek languages among the Hellenistic Greeks, and points to the
various possible mistakes in transmission between these languages.

3. QUOTATION OF SOURCES

There is, moreover, another important aspect that makes this glossary
extremely interesting for assessing what ‘linguistic studies’ amounted to
in the Hellenistic or Early Roman era: P. Oxy. XV 1802 almost always
includes a quotation or a reference in the explanation of the lemma. The
works quoted in the glossary are glossographical, historical, and ethno-
graphical and include Aristotle (Constitution of Soli and Historia Ani-
malium), Callimachus, Berossus, Apollodorus, and Erasistratus.2
Further, the authorities quoted, as far as we can recognize them, are
not later than the first century Bc, and most of them are dated to the
third or second century Bc. The behaviour of our glossographer is in
striking contrast with the rest of the lexicographical evidence. Among
the lexica and glossaries that are preserved, both in papyri and in the
medieval tradition, only a few consistently mention the sources of the
yAdccar, and when they do so the sources are usually very well-known
literary authors. This tendency to quote the locus classicus where a word

22 A full list with identification and comments will appear in my forthcoming
treatment. The only two ‘literary’ authors quoted are Homer and Xenophon, in
entries quite damaged and hence difficult to reconstruct.
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appears is evident in the following list of glossaries on papyrus. These
texts are comparable to P. Oxy. XV 1802 in that they are not glossaries
limited to one particular author but generally gather words from dif-
ferent literary sources:

« O. Berl. inv. 12605: Homer, Antimachus, Hipponax;

« P. Berol. inv. 13360: Herodotus, Teleclides;

« P Hamb. 11 137: Homer;

« P Oxy. XV 1801: Eupolis, Cratinus, Hermippus, Aristophanes,
Alexis, Sophocles, Phylarchus;

« P. Oxy. XV 1803: Aristophanes, Demosthenes, Eupolis, Menan-
der, Thucydides, Xenophon;

« P. Oxy. XV 1804: Aeschines, Dinarchus, Demosthenes, Hyperides;

« P Oxy. XVII 2087: Aeschines Socraticus, Aristotle, Demosthenes,
Herodotus, Plato, Thucydides;

o P. Oxy. XLVII 3329: Rhinton.

The fact that these glossaries quote classical authors to elucidate their
lemmata implies that they were intended as a tool for reading literary
texts. On the other hand, we do not find quotations from more
technical works of antiquarians, periegetes, and historians to explain
the lemmata, as happens constantly in P. Oxy. XV 1802, in which entries
follow a constant pattern: 1. lemma (= yAdcca); 2. translation into
Koine Greek (= gloss); 3. quotation of the source. In addition, it must
be noticed that the sources quoted in P. Oxy. XV 1802 are not other
lexica or glossaries, but indeed antiquarian or historical works, which
must have been the first sources of the glosses. All these features and in
particular the presence of the primary sources suggest that this glossary
was recopied onto our papyrus in nearly its original form.

4. THE APPROACH TO DIALECTS
AND NON-GREEK LANGUAGES

The content of this text, words taken from Greek dialects as well as
from other languages that have come into contact with Greeks, is
indeed remarkable. However, to see this document as evidence of
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interest in dialectology or even of a conscious distinction between
language and dialect would be misleading. A closer look at the way
this glossary works is indeed revealing of these limits.

Notwithstanding the variety of the yAdccau, all the entries more or
less adhere to the same pattern. The lemma is followed by the gloss. The
ethnic origin of the lemma is normally then specified with the expres-
sion ‘lemma X wapd + dative’ (for instance, mapa IKpcaic, mapa
Avdoic). Sometimes a verbum dicendi in the passive form is added
(for example, ofrw Aéyovrar mapa Podliowc?, fr. 3, iii. 18). Less fre-
quently the gloss is introduced with 74 and genitive (so, wépomec: of
dppovec vmo EdBoéwv, fr. 3, ii. 20). In one entry we find xara with
accusative (fdAacca karo IEpcac, fr. 109), in another év 4 dative and a
verbum dicendi (or better nominandi) (év Tapcd wai CBlowc Tac
déltouc. .. mpocayopevecha, fr. 3, iii. 5). The entry ends almost invari-
ably with the quotation of the sources for the gloss. This pattern, which
repeats itself almost constantly, points to a library compilation.

A product like this papyrus thus presupposes two steps. First a
historian or an antiquarian must collect stories and curiosities about
the region he is describing. Then a glossographer, with different
antiquarian books in front of him, systematically reads and selects
all the ‘exotic’ words. These yAdccar are thus taken from Greek
books: collections of mirabilia, histories, periegeses, and in general
the erudite literature that flourished in the Hellenistic period. There
is no instance of an entry that seems the result of actual fieldwork by
the glossographer. There is also no hint that these words are actually
part of a spoken language. It is thus interesting to notice that we
never read odtwc Aéyovcw/paclv of [Ipcar or of Edfoeic...(‘the
Persians/Euboeans say...”), but always wapa 7oic...or similar ex-
pressions. Moreover, most entries do not have any verbum dicendi,
giving the following syntax: ‘among the Persians/Euboeans there is
word X. Though minimal, this syntactical format is in my view
revealing of the attitude of our glossographer.2? This collection of

23 And this is in contrast with the wording in other (later) works concerned with
language, linguistic analysis, and glosses, where the usage of active verbs denoting the
idea of ‘utterance’ (Aéyovct) and pronunciation (3€dvouct, Piloict, Sactvovc) is well
attested; cf. Ap. Dysc. Pron. 111. 17 T fjuérepoc, kata. 76v krjTopa odcav mAnfuvrikiy,
Suxde Aéyovct Awpreict duérepoc yap kal audc, kal duérepoc kal vude; Ap. Dysc. Synt.
54.2: of pev &Moot "EXnec Sactvovct Ta év 71 Aé€er pwvijevta, Alodeic 8¢ pdvov dudoiic;
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words in P. Oxy. XV 1802 is thus not a collection of words as ‘spoken
by some people’, but as ‘read in some books’. It is a bookish collec-
tion, a product no doubt of one of the most incredible libraries of the
ancient world, where these kinds of ‘new’ and learned works could be
found. This is why Alexandria seems the most likely candidate. While
reading in the library, our glossographer would have annotated all
these strange words, which he then collected in the glossary.

Moreover, in this glossary dialects and languages are put on the
same level. There is no sense that Euboean is Greek and in particular
a variety of Ionic, and instead that Chaldaean, whatever branch of
Semitic it may be, is in any case another language, not at all related to
Greek. Here Persians are equal to Rhodians or Aitolians. We may
imagine our glossographer facing a map of the olrxovpévn and busy to
place all these yAdccar at the right place; the criterion is geographical
(or ethnographic) but not linguistic.24

This papyrus also clearly shows that the first interest in dialects
concerns their vocabulary. This may be obvious because we are
dealing with a glossary that by default collects yAdccar, ‘exotic
words. However, in my opinion this idea of ‘vocabulary’ can be
pushed further. In this glossary the lack of differentiation between,
say, Persian and Euboean on the one hand, and on the other hand the
lack of any sense that these words come from spoken languages,
seems to lead almost to a cancellation of the concept of language
differentiation. It seems as if the gloss is needed not because of the
difference of language but because of difference of context. To give a
modern example, it is as if an American explained to a Briton that ‘a

Athen. 2. 56a Etmolc (fr. 338 K A)- ‘cymiar Spumemeic 7 éldal radrac Pwpaio
dpvmmac Aéyouvcy; ibid. 3. 1056 Tov & derakov of Arrikol dia Tod o dcrarov Aéyovct,
rabdmep kal dcragdidac; Hsch. o 391 Ayyedov Cuparoibcior v Aprepw Aéyovcy;
Choerob. In Theod. Can. 1. 326. 12 kai 7o TpaxiTnc kai kovpérnc of Abnvaior dEdvouct
TpaxvTic kal kovporric Aéyovtec; ii. 44. 22 of yap Alodeic fidwTikol dvrec Ta 8o pp
Yudovcw; Hrd. in Ep. Hom. 0 99 (575 58 Dyck): 76 8¢ 67e of Alodeic 6Ta Aéyovcy, Adrwvec
8¢ s id. in EM 314, 57: éywye: ictéov 8¢ 671 of Abnvaiol 76 éyw éywye Aéyouct.

24 Although the Greeks distinguished between Greek dialects on the one hand and
non Greek languages on the other, a lack of precise taxonomic distinction between
dialects (of languages) and languages (as such) among the Greeks, at least before the
Ist c. BC, has been noticed by many scholars, e.g. A. Morpurgo Davies, ‘The Greek
Notion of Dialect’, in T. Harrison (ed.), Greeks and Barbarians (Edinburgh, 2002),
153 71 at 161 3, 169; T. Harrison, ‘Herodotus’ Conception of Foreign Languages’,
Histos, 2 (1998; at http://www.dur.ac.uk/Classics/histos/1998/harrison.html).
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senior’ among the Americans is a final-year undergraduate student.
Obviously ‘senior’ is an English word for the Briton; he or she simply
does not know its semantic value ‘among the Americans’ It is a
question of explaining a particular social habit to someone extrane-
ous to it. For example, when Aristotle—and our glossographer—said
that wjrpar meant writing tablets on which houses were registered at
Soli, were they conscious that there was a possibility (though a
remote one perhaps) that that word might not have been Greek?
Or was un7pa just considered a Greek word used in a technical sense,
within the administration of a faraway (Greek) city like, say, épopoc
at Sparta? As it happens, there is indeed a word wy7pa in Greek,
which is moreover present in our glossary in the preceding entry (see
P. Oxy. XV 1802, fr. 3, iii. l. 4) and it means a kind of bee. There too
Aristotle is the authority quoted. Aristotle thus had at least encoun-
tered the word p7rpa in two semantic contexts. Did he think it was
the same word, indicating a bee in mainland Greece and a house-
registration tablet at Soli? Or was the question of non-Greekness
raised for u7jrpa in Soli?

It seems that the Hellenistic glossographers gathered all these
nouns not so much out of a conscious interest in a different language,
but rather out of a curiosity for ‘exotic’ objects. This also seems to be
strengthened by the fact that alongside these words that we would
define as dialectal or foreign, in P. Oxy. XV 1802 we also have words
that are purely Koine Greek. They do not belong to a particular
dialect, but just indicate unfamiliar objects or animals. In this
sense, [ would argue that from the Hellenistic glossographer’s point
of view there is no linguistic difference at all between peveuav:,
allegedly ‘water’ in Persian, pwddec, the name of grape-wines in
Rhodian dialect, a variety of Doric, and peAwdia, a Koine Greek
word. There is no recognition that the first is from a different
language, the second from a Greek dialect, and the third just an
unusual but purely Koine Greek word. They are gathered together
here only because they are interesting for what they mean, because
the relationship between signified and signifier is not obvious in any
of them. The reasons, however, for that and the differences in these
three cases are not considered relevant. This view is in fact in keeping
with the Aristotelian definition of a yAdcca:
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Arist. Poet. 14571: dmav 8¢ dvoud écrw ) kipiov 7 yAdrra 7} peradopd 7
Kécpoc 1) memowuévov 7 émexteTauévor N vdnpnuévov 7 éEnAayuévov. Aéyw
Sé Kl;PLOV ‘LLG‘V (;) XPO:)VT(IL é’K(lCTOL, ’}/A(I)TTU.V SG‘ Lf) GHTGPOL (;/)CTG ¢GV€P6V gTL K'Cll)
yAOTTAY Kal kUplov €lvar SuvaTov 76 avTé, ui) Toic avToic 6€.

Every noun is standard, or a yA@cca, a metaphor, an ornament, invented,
lengthened, reduced, or altered. I define ‘standard noun’ as the one which
each one uses; yAdcca as what the others use. Thus it is clear that it is
possible for the same word to be a yAdcca and a standard noun, but not for
the same people.

A yldcca is what the others say, not what is said in other people’s
languages. The lack of a highly developed sense of dialects and lin-
guistic differentiation in our papyrus and, I would contend, in early
glossography in general, does not mean that the Greeks in the Hellen-
istic period had no concept of dialects and linguistic differences at all.
Of course they did. In my view, however, we must not look in works of
glossography for a ‘technical’ interest in dialectology. It is instead in
the exegesis of poetry that this idea is emerging. Here there is an
interest in Ionic or Aeolic dialects, as they pertain to reading Homer
and Sappho. Instead, the study of the dialect per se does not exist, at
least in Hellenistic times. Thus it is probably only because Greek
literature was written in different (literary) dialects that Greek gram-
marians took an interest in different (spoken) dialects. As for dialectal
glossography, like P. Oxy. XV 1802, it is an heir of Herodotean {cropin
more than a forerunner of modern dialectology.
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Building and Examining
Linguistic Phenomena in a Corpus
of Representative Papyri

S. E. Porter and M. B. O’Donnell

1. INTRODUCTION

Imagine, if you will, becoming the primary researcher on a study that
has received grant funding to study the language people use to greet
each other in a variety of situations in modern America. Full of
vigour and enthusiasm for this new endeavour, you set out to carry
out the necessary field work. ‘Surely the data can be collected in a few
hours’, you think to yourself, ‘and then we can move on to the real
work of analysis and model development’. To this end you drive to
the gates of a large factory in a nearby town as you are aware a new
shift of workers are about to clock-in. Clipboard at the ready, you
watch as a stream of several hundred people go through the gate and
you take note of the words they use to greet each other. Quickly, you
have identified the two or three phrases used over and over again.
Satisfied, you return to your lab to begin the analysis. However, your
keen graduate assistant quickly dampens your enthusiasm—though
perhaps saves your professional reputation—by pointing out that
collecting data from one shift of factory workers in a non-conversational
setting could hardly be considered to entirely represent the use of
greeting language in modern America. In response, you suggest a plan
to return to the factory each day for the next two weeks and to observe
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each of the three different groups of workers as they begin their shifts,
thereby adding a longitudinal aspect and also incorporating the vari-
ation of the types of people who work day versus night shifts. And
further it would be possible to repeat the same two-week study on an
annual basis for the next 50 years. ‘But does that really address the issue
of representativeness) asks your assistant, ‘or is it just adding more of the
same?’” After some reflection, you see that your assistant is probably right
and after briefly entertaining the idea of simply extending your factory-
based study to include the quad of the local college, you come to the
conclusion that ad hoc, opportunistic collection has severe limitations
for providing the data you require. What is needed instead is careful
consideration of the sample space or population and the appropriate
structure of a framework to collect results in a way that can be said to
represent the range of variation in this sample. Such questions are not
novel and are at the core of any market research survey or the public
opinion polls presented on the daily news.

As our analogy makes clear, to mine the documentary papyri as
sources of information for the day-to-day language and cultural
patterns of the ancient world requires consideration of which
particular and how many papyri should be consulted. In the
present study, we should like to report on a current initiative
underway to compile, annotate, and analyse papyri from a socio-
linguistic perspective as part of the OpenText.org project. We draw
upon the theory and practice of the field of corpus linguistics
within a context of sociolinguistically based register analysis. We
first introduce some of the basic elements of corpus linguistics
and particularly the elements of corpus design and annotation. As
our starting-point we have built upon the small collection of
papyrus letters compiled by White, as we have found him to be
sensitive to many of the issues of representativeness that should be
considered. On the bases of these data, we then explore questions
of how the resultant corpus should be utilized and what kind of
linguistic model provides a suitable framework for analyzing the
resulting data. We then in a preliminary way examine some of the
data that our corpus has produced.
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2. CORPUS LINGUISTICS AS TOOL FOR
PAPYROLOGICAL STUDIES

The term ‘corpus linguistics’ may be foreign to many if not most
papyrologists. Most papyrologists are familiar with various corpora
of texts, such as those associated with particular archives (e.g. the
Zenon Archive) or the finds of a particular place (e.g. Oxyrhynchus).
Corpus linguistics, however, refines and develops such an under-
standing in several ways. Simply defined, corpus linguistics is the
computer-aided empirical study of naturally occurring language that
has been collected into a representative sample, that is, the corpus.!
More specifically:

A corpus, for people who study language and languages, is a collection of
specimens of a language as used in real life, in speech or writing, selected as a
sizable ‘fair sample’ of the language as a whole or of some linguistic genre,
and hence as a useful source of evidence for research on the language.2

To some extent, corpus linguistics is more a method of linguistic
analysis than a specific linguistic theory, but with its focus on naturally
occurring language, as opposed to idealized invented data, and the use
of empirical procedures to discover patterns of language, as opposed to
the development of formal rules, corpus linguistics is generally more
at home among functional and applied schools of linguistics than
the generative tradition most frequently associated with the work
of Chomsky.3 A classic example of a corpus study is Fries’s Structure

1 A useful introduction to corpus linguistics can be gained through the collection
of key articles from the discipline recently compiled in G. Sampson and D. McCarthy,
Corpus Linguistics: Readings in a Widening Discipline (London, 2004). Other intro
ductions to the field include T. McEnery and A. Wilson, Corpus Linguistics, 2nd edn.
(Edinburgh, 2001); D. Biber, S. Conrad, and R. Reppen, Corpus Linguistics: Investi
gating Language Structure and Use (Cambridge, 1998); and G. Kennedy, An Intro
duction to Corpus Linguistics (London, 1998). For an exploration of how corpus
linguistics might be applied to the study of an ancient language, specifically Hellen
istic Greek, see M. B. O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics and the Greek of the New
Testament (Sheffield, 2005).

2 Sampson and McCarthy, Corpus Linguistics, 1 (emphasis original).

3 Kennedy cites work by Leech, who locates the focus of corpus linguistics on the
‘study of performance rather than competence, and on observation of language in use
leading to theory rather than vice versa’ (Kennedy, Introduction, 7). See also O’Don
nell, Corpus Linguistics, 1 37, for a location of corpus methods within linguistics.
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of English, which was carried out before the use of computers became a
central part of the definition of corpus linguistics.* He assembled a
corpus of nearly 250,000 words, transcribed from telephone conversa-
tions with the goal of examining how ‘certain native speakers actually
do use [English] in natural, practical conversations carrying on the
various activities of a community’s In this and earlier corpus-based
investigations, Fries was able to make some surprising findings related
to the way in which particular grammatical constructions were used by
speakers with a range of educational backgrounds, for example, that the
passive form is found six times as frequently in letters produced by
highly educated writers in comparison to those by the less highly
educated. Such insights were contrary to the prescriptive notions pre-
sented in the grammar books of the time.¢ While these conclusions
might be reached by other means for modern languages, where native
speakers can be consulted or the linguists themselves are native
speakers, we are left in the dark when it comes to a language like the
Greek of the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Corpus linguistics, how-
ever, offers an empirical method of moving from a recorded sample of
language in use (i.e. a collection of texts) towards generalizations
concerning the correlation of certain language forms and particular
social contexts and functions.”

The motivation behind our papyrus-letter corpus project con-
forms with the statement of Pestman concerning modern trends in
papyrology that ‘papyrologists have gradually become aware of the
fact that much more information is to be gained from texts studied in
relation with other sources than from single texts taken separately’.8

4 C. C. Fries, The Structure of English: An Introduction to the Construction of English
Sentences (New York, 1952).

5 Fries, Structure, 3.

6 See evaluation of Fries’s early corpus work in Kennedy, Introduction, 17.

7 Discussing the lack of native speakers of ancient Greek in relation to the
application of linguistic methods, Porter suggests that this fact ‘rather than causing
despair should make more pressing the need to reevaluate constantly the interpret
ative models employed and to rely more heavily upon formal linguistic features of the
extant corpus’ S. E. Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, with
Reference to Tense and Mood (New York, 1989), 4.

8 P. W. Pestman, The New Papyrological Primer, 2nd rev. edn. (Leiden, 1994), 51.
The grouping of texts within collections and editions is not novel; see for instance the
arrangement of the material in A. S. Hunt and C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri, i: Non
Literary Papyri, Private Affairs (Cambridge, MA, 1932).
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He mentions collections arranged by topical concerns, such as docu-
ments dealing with wet-nurses, notifications of death and the recom-
pilation of dispersed archives, as examples of this trend (what we
label below extra-linguistic features). Turner is more concrete in his
observation that it is ‘the very bulk of the material available’ from the
documentary papyri that ‘gives it significance’

In isolation each text is an antiquarian curiosity; when the texts are collected
together, compared and contrasted with each other, in a word subjected to
systematic study, results of scientific value can be obtained, though the
quantity of material poses a problem for the investigator.®

We suggest that corpus linguistics is a method that can be particu-
larly helpful for facilitating the tasks of collection and comparison and
contrast, and the use of a computerized corpus begins to address the
problem of quantity to which Turner refers.

3. CORPUS BUILDING, ANNOTATION,
AND ANALYSIS

As illustrated in our opening scenario, the careful design of a lan-
guage collection is the fundamental and crucial first step in a corpus-
based project. If the investigator intends the resulting observations to
apply to the language as a whole, or at least to a specific type of
language, i.e. private letters, he or she must show how the sample
fairly represents this ‘population’, and that the corpus is annotated in
such a way as to capture the desired information.1®

3.1. Corpus Design and Representativeness

A number of concepts in corpus linguistics must be distinguished
that help us to focus on the nature of our corpus of papyri. These
include the notions of an archive and a corpus, in which an archive is

9 E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri: An Introduction, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1980), 129
(italics ours).
10 See O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics, 102 62.
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a haphazardly assembled collection of data (e.g. the texts discovered
at Oxyrhynchus) and a corpus implies some kind of structure and
representativeness. There are numerous types of corpora, compiled
according to factors such as size, source, purpose, or use. Some
corpus linguists distinguish between sample and monitor corpora,
the former being limited in sample size and the latter attempting to
capture an entire language. Obviously in dealing with the ancient
Greek papyri we can only ever hope to have a sample corpus, such as
the one we have compiled and annotated. Once certain parameters
have been established, one must determine the population and the
method for sampling that population. Either internal criteria—such
internal features as topic and style—or external criteria—such as
date, authorship, provenance—are used. One of the most important
factors to keep in mind is the need for the corpus to be structured in
such a way that it is representative of the population being surveyed.

3.2. Corpus Annotation

The use of computer technology in corpus linguistics requires that
the texts be annotated for electronic retrieval purposes. One of the
developments and innovations of the OpenText.org project (see
www.opentext.org) has been to define the pertinent levels of linguis-
tic annotation, so that the information that is entered into the
database about the representative corpus is linguistically precise,
retrievable according to established parameters, and potentially in-
sightful. Annotation can occur at any number of different levels.
These levels include orthographic, morphological, grammatical, syn-
tactical, semantic, and discursive levels, among others. We have
found the categories from sociolinguistically based register analysis
useful for annotation as well, including information regarding the
field, tenor, and mode of a discourse (see below on these socio-
semantic categories). There are various criteria for annotation, but
we have found it useful to differentiate levels of discourse and to
annotate each level on the basis of its linguistic features. Thus,
annotation at the word-group level will differentiate the head term
and its types of modifiers, and attempt to categorize these modifiers
according to a transparent set of annotation criteria. To date, we have
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annotated 45 papyrus letters, totaling 3,341 words. We acknowledge
that this is a relatively small corpus, when compared with modern-
language corpora and even in relation to the number of published
papyri. However, it is to our knowledge the first and so far only
structured, representative corpus of papyri assembled. This corpus is
far short of providing definitive data, but it constitutes a bold move
in what we believe is the right direction—that of building the corpus
into a much larger one. However, that stated, the linguistic model
that we introduce in the next major section is based upon no
particular corpus size, and instead squeezes all the data for the largest
amount of information.

4. CORPUS COMPILATION AND
PAPYROLOGICAL STUDIES

Most of the work in corpus linguistics has been done on contempor-
ary languages, and especially on English. Once we turned to design-
ing a representative corpus of Greek documentary letters, we needed
to evaluate the criteria for corpus compilation.

4.1. Evaluating the Compilation Criteria
in White’s Light from Ancient Letters

White’s collection of documentary papyrus letters, Light from Ancient
Letters,11 serves as a good example of creating a small representative
collection of papyrus letters—even though he does not use the
categories of corpus linguistics (nor is his collection of texts search-
able). In his introduction, he outlines the three main classification
principles that guided him in the selection of letters. They are: (1) to
include letters covering the chronological period of the third century
BC to the third century Ap, (2) to represent the most common
‘epistolary categories or types’ from this period (i.e. letters of recom-
mendation, family letters, petitions) and (3) ‘to include letters from

11 ], L. White, Light from Ancient Letters (Philadelphia, 1986).
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various societal levels, from both sexes, from different ethnic groups,
and so on’12 White’s third principle is perhaps the most interesting
from a sociolinguistic standpoint, as it is similar to the sampling
methodology used in sociolinguistic studies.!> White states that he
added the third principle to the first two in order ‘to properly
represent something of the breadth of Greek letter writing’!¢ He
makes the claim that his collection of letters is broadly representative
of ancient Greek letters in general. His selection can be subjected to a
number of criticisms, concerning the dates he has chosen, his cat-
egorization of epistolary categories, and especially his analysis of
sociological data. Nevertheless, at this stage in our research, White’s
corpus as a conscious effort to create a representative collection may
provide the foundation of a representative sample corpus of papyri
for sociolinguistic analysis.

4.2. Value of a Representative Corpus

The importance of a structured representative corpus for the pur-
poses of linguistic analysis cannot and should not be underestimated.
It is only with a structured and representative corpus that quantifi-
cation of results can move beyond impression to verification of
significance—not only for the documentary papyri contained within
it but also for the entire corpus of Greek texts included. This provides
the means for a significant advance beyond the concordance-based
data-gathering of previous generations—as thankful as we are for
this kind of necessary previous and preliminary work. With this tool,
it is not enough simply to note that there is an occurrence of a
particular linguistic phenomenon—whether it be a morphological,

12 Tbid. 3.

13 On sociolinguistics and examples of sociolinguistic studies, see W. Labov, The
Social Stratification of English in New York City (Washington, DC, 1966); id., Socio
linguistic Patterns (Philadelphia, 1972); id., Principles of Linguistic Change, i: Internal
Factors (Oxford, 1996); J. Milroy, Linguistic Variation and Change: On the Historical
Sociolinguistics of English (Oxford, 1992); L. Milroy, Observing and Analysing Natural
Language: A Critical Account of Sociolinguistic Method (Oxford, 1987); D. Hymes,
‘Models of the Interaction of Language and Social Setting), JSI 23 (1967), 8 28; and
id., Foundations in Sociolinguistics: An Ethnographic Approach (Philadelphia, 1974).

14 White, Light, 3.
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syntactical, or discourse feature—unless one can say how frequent
and in what relation it is found with regard to all the possible
instances.

Some general facts regarding the letters that we have annotated are
worth noting. We have categorized the letters on the basis of White’s
socially based classification according to whether the letter is ad-
dressed between equals (=), from a person of higher social status to
lower ( 4 ), or from a person of lower social status to higher ( —). Of
the 45 letters, there are fifteen of each. This is the representative
structured corpus of papyri with which we begin.

5. REGISTER ANALYSIS AND
SOCIOLINGUISTIC RECONSTRUCTION

Having established the nature, scope and contents of a structured
corpus of documentary papyri, we now wish to explore how such a
corpus might be used in papyrological research. This section is
formulated around a register-based analysis of texts that we have
been pioneering in ancient-text studies, and the next asks questions
concerning letter structure. One of the optimistic thoughts of early
papyrological study was that it would lead to greater insight into the
world in which these documents were written. For example, Milligan,
writing in 1910, notes their value for the palaeographer, the histor-
ian, and the student of the Bible especially in respect of language,
form of expression (e.g. letter), and general social and religious
environment.!> These major areas—palaeography, history, language,
and environment—have continued to be of interest to papyrologists
and those in related disciplines. Nevertheless, despite these continued

15 G. Milligan, Selections from the Greek Papyri (Cambridge, 1910), pp. xxvii xxxii.
See also H. G. Meecham, Light from Ancient Letters: Private Correspondence in the
Non Literary Papyri of Oxyrhynchus of the First Four Centuries, and its Bearing on New
Testament Language and Thought (London, 1923), 17 29; G. Milligan, Here and
There among the Papyri (London, 1922), 1 2. On language and literature see also
A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East: The New Testament Illustrated by Recently
Discovered Texts of the Graeco Roman World, trans. L. R. M. Strachan from rev. 4th
German edn. (London, 1927); and J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament
Greek, i: Prolegomena, 3rd edn. (Edinburgh, 1908).
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efforts in some quarters,16 some have increasingly begun to despair
that such systematic and widespread efforts are possible. There seem
to be two major and obvious reasons for this. One is simply the
amount of material that has been uncovered, and another the no
doubt justified effort simply to get this material published before
worrying about larger theoretical constructs. As a result, Bagnall can
rightly point out that ‘Many papyrologists do not seek to go beyond
reading, translating, and commenting on unpublished papyri....17
But it is more than simply that the evidence is so overwhelming.
Pestman notes that one of the ‘fascinating aspects of papyrology’ is
that we are working with primary documents that enable us ‘to read
indiscretely [sic] a personal letter, to gain insight in a person’s
financial situation, to catch someone else at evading the law, etc.:
reading papyri is like reading a diary’.1® After citing a number of
individual instances like this, he also cites insight that can be gained
into early Christian and literary texts.!® We note here that what was at
first a more optimistic view of synthesizing the results of papyro-
logical discovery has become a far more personal and intimate
attempt to analyse individual instances, with the assumption that
such individual instances might have broader significance. However,
what if such instances do not deliver what they seem to promise?
Besides being apparently overwhelmed by the volume of material, yet
wishing to see any instance within a larger collective context, Turner
is pessimistic that much can be gained from ‘private’ documents. He
asserts that the notion of private

is not used in the common modern sense of ‘intimate’, meaning a text that
reveals the secret hopes and aspirations of an individual to a select confidant
or even eases the soul of the writer in the confessional. Such composition
would be beyond the powers of self expression of the only just literate.
Touches of personal idiosyncrasy will of course be found in private letters;
but they are relatively rare. Not only do the common formalities of life such
as invitations, to dinner or to a wedding, take on set forms: letters, too, tend

16 More recent proponents include E. D. Head, New Testament Life and Literature
as Reflected in the Papyri (Nashville, 1952); White, Light, esp. 2; 1. Gallo, Greek and
Latin Papyrology, trans. M. R. Falivene and J. R. March (London, 1986), 1 5, 67 81.

17 R. Bagnall, Reading Papyri, Writing History (London, 1995), p. vii; cf. 2.

18 Pestman, Primer, 1. 19 Tbid. 3.
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to follow the models set out in the letter books (of which several series have
come down to us).20

Turner seems to indicate that what is found in a given letter is too
small for analysis (hence idiosyncratic) and that it is not pertinent for
study anyway as the form is entirely formulaic.

We can certainly understand Turner’s scepticism, especially after
being involved in the kind of work necessary simply to enter and
annotate a small corpus of 45 texts. However, in the course of our
work, we begin from a different set of presuppositions. We believe,
first, that there is in fact sufficient measurable linguistic difference
between texts to warrant their study individually and collectively;
second, that register analysis as it has been developed over the years is
a sufficiently robust and rigorous theoretical model that can be
usefully employed for analysis of texts of any size; and third, that
register analysis in its differentiation and integration of a variety of
linguistic components related to the forms and functions of dis-
course is able to integrate grammatical, literary, and social factors
into a single heuristic mechanism.

Register is a notion from functional linguistics concerned with
what is sometimes called transient varieties of language usage, or
‘variety according to use’ (as opposed to ‘variety according to user’ or
dialect). The concept of register has been developed to provide a
framework for approaching variety of language from the perspective
of use in context. Communicative acts, including the writing of
papyrus letters, occur in relation to a grid with two major axes,
that of other kinds of linguistic behaviour and that of their sociolin-
guistic context. There is an interplay between these two. Language
use varies according to the situation in which the author writes, and
language usage reflects the situation in which composition occurs.
We can begin to understand each one through the other. Register
does not directly determine the specific lexico-grammatical realiza-
tions that may be used in a given statement, but it constrains a
number of functional components that determine the linguistic
parameters in which a text is realized. In this model, there are three
conceptual categories that are used to categorize the situation: field,
tenor, and mode of discourse. Similarly, the meaning of a text is

20 Turner, Greek Papyri, 129 30, quotation 130.
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described in terms of three components: ideational, interpersonal,
and textual meanings. Thus there is a correlation between the situ-
ational or sociolinguistic context and the semantic components.
These semantic components are activated through realization of
components within the lexicogrammar.2!

5.1. Mode of Discourse and the Textual
Semantic Component

The mode or medium of discourse activates the textual component
in terms of several structuring factors. These include focus (thema-
tization, such as prime and subsequent, theme and rheme, and topic
and comment), cohesion, information structure, levels of conjunc-
tion, and literary type. Many of the features of the mode of discourse
are what are called non-structural features, in the sense that they are
features at levels higher than the clause or sentence and extend over
larger units of discourse.

A number of useful studies may come out of our database regard-
ing the mode of discourse. Here are some examples of categories of
analysis, with inclusion of data from our corpus as appropriate.

5.1.1. Conjunctions

There are various types of conjunctions in Greek, but they are often
studied as if they all functioned on the same level. The annotated
corpus of documentary papyri enables tagging of the texts so that
differentiation between word-group, clausal, and paragraph conjunc-
tions is analysable.22 For example, we can analyse not only which
conjunctions are the most frequent but at what discourse level they
function. In the papyri that we have studied, the most common
clausal level conjunctions are these (with their number of occurrences

21 See S. E. Porter, ‘Dialect and Register in the Greek of the New Testament: Theory’,
in M. D. Carroll R. (ed.), Rethinking Contexts, Rereading Texts: Contributions from the
Social Sciences to Biblical Interpretation (Sheffield, 2000), 190 208, esp. 197 207.

22 See S. E. Porter and M. B. O’Donnell, ‘Conjunctions, Clines, and Levels of
Discourse, FNT 20 (2007), 3 14.
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in this environment given): «a{ (99 instances), §¢ (39), iva (23), odv
(20), yap (17), Smwc (13), édv (12), é7u (11), €& (10), émel (7), wc (6).
There has been relatively little study of conjunctions, and especially of
rai (except by those who wish to label its use in the New Testament as
falling under Semitic usage). Despite the contentions of some
scholars, paratactic conjunctions were more frequent in Greek than
is often realized.2? With some localized variation, the distribution of
conjunctions in the papyri is roughly consistent with other strata of
Greek, such as that of the New Testament: xai and 8¢ are the most
frequent, and «a{ by some margin. This might appear to be counter-
intuitive to what we should expect from literary language, but it is
consistent with the Koine of the papyri and such sources as the Greek
of the New Testament.

5.1.2. Information structure

There are a number of ways in which information structure is con-
veyed. Incorporation of information regarding semantic domains/
fields is one of the major means of providing a more precise deter-
mination of the information structure of a text. Information struc-
ture provides a means of examining not just the topic of a given
letter, but how that particular topic and the information related to it
are organized in the letter.

5.1.3. Focus

The way that particular material is focused in Greek discourse re-
volves around whether an item is the first element in its respective
unit. Each level of discourse has its own structure for establishing
marked elements. At the clause level, this focus is called thematiza-
tion (theme and rheme material). In the clause structure of Greek,
the elements of the clause—Subject (S), Predicator (P), Complement
(C), and Adjunct (A—the adjunct is used for optional modifying
units)—are arranged in various orders in order to thematize material
(non-thematic material is rhematic). The first element of the clause
(excluding conjunctions, etc.) constitutes the thematized element.

23 See S. Trenkner, Le Style KAI dans le récit attique oral (Brussels, 1948).
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Table 17.1. Thematization and word order

Thematization (frequency of element thematized)

P A S C Thematized order
+  72(40%) 50 (27%) 22 (12%) 38 (21%) PACS
69 (48%) 22 (15%) 22 (15%) 31 (22%) PCA/S
33 (44%) 11 (15%) 10 (13%) 21 (28%) PCAS
Word order (ordering of clausal elements)
P>C C>P P>S S>P S+ P P
+  77(63%) 45 (37%) 13 (50%) 13 (50%) 26 (14%) 156 (86%)
74 (66%) 38 (34%) 15 (45%) 18 (55%) 33 (18%) 152 (82%)
25 (60%) 17 (40%) 4 (44%) 5 (56%) 9 (13%) 62 (87%)

The pattern of frequency of thematized clausal elements in the Greek
of the New Testament is: P>A>S>C (that is, the Predicator occurs
more frequently than the Adjunct, than the Subject, than the Com-
plement). In our corpus of papyri, the frequency of elements is as
follows: P>C>A>S. In the papyri, the Complement is more fre-
quently thematized than the Adjunct or Subject. This perhaps reflects
the fact that ‘things’ are being treated in the papyri, or it may indicate
a downgrading of the grammaticalized Subject (see below), or it may
reflect the proportional significance of the address and postscript.
More particularly, the arrangement of thematized elements of the
clause in our corpus is as shown in Table 17.1. These data indicate
several interesting patterns among the papyri of our corpus. So far as
thematization is concerned, the pattern of P>C>A/S in the letters
written to equals indicates that the Predicator is thematized in nearly
half the instances, followed in frequency by the Complement, but
that the Adjunct and Subject are each relatively infrequent. Letters
addressed to those of higher social status also thematize the Predi-
cator most often, but less frequently than those to equals, though
more than the letters to those of lower status. The Complement is
thematized in letters to those of higher status more frequently than it
is in letters to equals, followed in frequency by the Adjunct and then
Subject. Those writing to those of lower social status thematize the
Predicator less than the other social configurations, and thematize
the Adjunct significantly more, followed by the Complement, and
then distantly the Subject. This too indicates that writing to a person
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of lower social status leads to less emphasis upon the subject (note
that first person is less frequent in this type of letter as well, as noted
below). The Subject is thematized most in letters to equals, perhaps
indicating that a grammaticalized Subject is less thematically import-
ant in socially unequal situations (not necessary when writing to an
inferior, and presumptuous when writing to a superior).

Word-order for the papyri in our corpus indicates that for all types
of letters the Predicator precedes the Complement roughly 60-66 per
cent, or two-thirds, of the time. Similar ratios are also to be found
among the letter types regarding the Subject and Predicator, with the
letters to equals and to those of higher status having slightly more
instances of Subject preceding Predicator, while letters to inferiors
are equal. Letters to equals have both Subject and Predicator ex-
pressed in 18 per cent of instances, while those to inequals are
roughly the same with 13/14 per cent. In the vast majority of in-
stances for each type (80 per cent +) the Predicator appears alone.
Thus word order is consistent across the types of letters.

5.1.4. Cohesion

There are a variety of factors that can be analysed in examining
cohesion. Besides conjunctions, one can examine referential rela-
tions, such as reference, substitution, and ellipsis, the degrees of
reference (grammaticalized, reduced, and implied), and partici-
pant-reference chains, and lexical cohesion, including sense rela-
tions, collocation, lexical clusters, and chain interaction. Much
of this is based on the use of semantic domain/field data ideally
(but not yet) provided in the annotation. The study of cohesion
is a means of determining how it is that texts hold together, and
in this case possibly provides a means of determining those texts
that hold together better than others, on the basis of determinable
features.

5.1.5. Literary type

The final topic to include in relation to the mode of discourse is that of
literary type. The material we are discussing here is documentary
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papyri. However, there may well be quantifiable differences that can be
made in subtypes of letters. Traditionally a number of types of letters
have been differentiated, such as letters of recommendation. However,
the data that we are collecting may provide for either a more nuanced
or refined set of categories, or a list of determinable characteristics to
distinguish such a letter form. Such a set of characteristics would allow
for the classification of other letters, such as those entered into the
database at a later time, those recently discovered and edited, and even
those that fall outside the realm of documentary papyri, such as the
letters of the New Testament.

5.2. Tenor of Discourse and Interpersonal
Semantic Component

The tenor of discourse is concerned with participant structure. It is
concerned with who is taking part in the discourse, and the relations
that exist between the participants, including their status, permanence,
and role relationships. There are two kinds of social relationships that
enter into considerations: extralinguistic and intralinguistic. Extralin-
guistic relations are those defined apart from language, although they
will often be defined in and by language, and the intralinguistic rela-
tions are those defined by the linguistic systems. The former are called
first-order social roles and the latter second-order social roles.

In the documentary papyri, one of the key factors to note so far as
the extralinguistic social relations are concerned is the rank and
status of the many and various officials who either write or receive
the letters. On top of this might be others of significance, such as
other political and military officials. There are also the intralinguis-
tically formulated interpersonal relations to consider, such as those
of questioner, informer, and responder. The extralinguistic relations
are determined by extralinguistic data, that is, by what is known of
the ancient world. However, the kinds of relations depicted in the
papyri themselves might serve as useful data in determining the
nature of the function of some of these officials. The intralinguistic
relations are determined on the basis of structural data within the
papyri themselves to determine participant reference and identity
and the attitude (realized through the mood form) of the participant



Building a Corpus of Representative Papyri 303

to others, and non-structural data at the paragraph and higher levels
regarding participant status and interaction.
Some of the data worth studying are examined in what follows.

5.2.1. Participant reference

Participants are usually introduced by fully grammaticalized refer-
ence at the outset of their participation, and then referred to using a
combination of reduced and implied forms. Whereas the use of
grammaticalized, reduced, and implied forms falls under the discus-
sion of cohesion, as it is the pattern of their usage that causes the
discourse to cohere, the reference to the participants and their
frequency is what is important to the tenor of discourse.

5.2.2. Participant identification

Participant identification is established through extra- and intralinguis-
tic relations, as noted above. Some participants will only be identified on
the basis of their rank or status, others by their name, and others simply
through reduced (pronominal) or implied reference. Participant iden-
tification is important for the issue of participant status.

5.2.3. Participant status

Participant status is concerned with the relative levels of relation
among the participants. For our purposes, we have identified (so
far as possible—we realize there is noise in the data) two types of
status, high and low. This may seem particularly crude, but it is
useful on two fronts. The first is that it is consonant with what we
know of the ancient world, in that the vast majority of people were
those who were poor and disenfranchised, as opposed to a very small
elite. More important than this, however, is the fact that relational
dynamics can be predicated upon the simple fact of whether one is
obedient to or commanding others. If through the study of gram-
maticalization of status relations through definable linguistic criteria
more precise status relations can be established, however, that infor-
mation would add to the serviceability of the database.
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Table 17.2. Effect of participant status on word use

Words Avg. words/text Noun/verb ratio Type/token
+ 1206 80.4 1.12 0.65
1184 78.9 1.005 0.53
951 73.2 0.95 0.53

Some of the results of our study concern participant status in relation
to the number of words per text, the average number of words per text,
the noun/verb ratio, and the type/token ratio (Table 17.2).

These results will merit further examination as the corpus ex-
pands. Again, if we take equal social status as the norm for ratios,
some patterns emerge. More words tend to be used in texts that
are addressed to a person of lower social status, with there being
a greater proportion of nouns (content words) to verbs (process
words). There is also more lexical variation in terms of new
words compared to the number of words used (the type/token
ratio indicates the amount of relative repetition, with a ratio of
1.0 indicating that each word used is a different lexeme). This
indicates that there is less being said in terms of performing actions
than giving of information, perhaps unexpected from one of higher
status informing or responding to one of lower status. By contrast,
when one addresses an superior there are fewer words used per text,
more verbs than nouns proportionately, and less variation in word-
choice. This is inconsistent with a scenario in which one is addressing
an inferior in terms of performing actions, rather than giving infor-
mation (see below).

5.2.4. Participant interaction and reality

Participant interaction is concerned with the relations that the various
participants have to each other, regardless of their identity or status,
and their relation to reality. However, knowledge of these factors is
no doubt important in establishing the dynamic of their relationship.
We have identified three broad categories of social status relation as
a guide to classification of data and retrieval. We have identified high
to low (4 ), low to high ( — ), and equal to equal (=). The identifica-
tion of this relative status is not dependent upon a fine-tuning of
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Table 17.3. Participation as marked by person and number

Ist Singular ~ 1st Plural ~ 2nd Singular ~ 2nd Plural ~ 3rd Singular ~ 3rd Plural
+ 60 (30%) 17 (8%) 87 (40%) 13 (6%) 31 (14%) 7 (2%)

37 (20%) 24 (13%) 75 (40%) 11 (6%) 35 (19%) 4 (2%)

56 (32%) 20 (11%) 65 (36%) 10 (5%) 23 (13%) 3 (3%)

the various possible status relations in the ancient world, but enables
the social dynamic to be at play in analysis of linguistic usage. The
semantics of attitude (realized by mood forms) plays a significant role
in identifying the interaction. For example, the use of commands from
a higher to a lower social status might be expected and is in fact realized
in our corpus.

The analysis of the papyri in our corpus leads to some interesting
observations regarding participants. We note in Table 17.3 that
second person, especially singular, is predominant in the letters
written to those of equal social status. The same is true of those
written to those of lower social status. However, there is a much
larger occurrence of first person in letters written to those of higher
social status, with especially greater frequency of occurrence over
letters written to those of equal social status (and hence less use of
second person). One of the characteristics of letters written to those
of higher social status appears to be a focus upon the writer, whereas
letters written to equals or to those of lower status focus upon the
recipient. There is also a greater frequency of third-person partici-
pation in letters written to equals. This pattern of participant refer-
ence is in some ways reinforced by the attitude semantics of the verbs.
Letters written to those of equal or lower status have similar distri-
butions of mood-forms. However, letters written to those of a higher
social level have greater occurrence of indicative and optative forms,
and lower occurrence of imperative forms (Table 17.4). One might
expect more imperative forms in letters to those of lower social
status, directing their behaviour.2¢ There are also more verbs in the
indicative in letters to superiors. This indicates that perhaps those

24 At this point, we wish to confine our analysis to formally based categories, such
as imperative (rather than all the different means by which commands and prohib
itions may be formed), in order to establish quantifiable starting points and minim
ize subjective judgements in interpreting these data in the initial, annotation stage.
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Table 17.4. Attitude as marked by mood

Indicative Imperative Subjunctive Optative
+ 72 (51%) 43 (30%) 25 (18%) 0

61 (49%) 34 (28%) 28 (22%) 0

67 (64%) 22 (14%) 12 (11%) 4 (4%)

writing to those of lower social status are defining reality for those of
the lower status by means of their use of the directive attitude.

5.3. Field of Discourse and Ideational
Semantic Component

The field of discourse is concerned with the purpose and the subject-
matter of the communication. The field of discourse may be concerned
with extra- or intralinguistic items, and the reasons for their being
selected for linguistic action. The field of discourse may include any
item that falls within the larger ideational sphere of human existence. The
transitivity network is realized at the clause level and is very important
for the field of discourse. The lexicon is important for establishing the
field of discourse, especially as it is organized by semantic domains/fields.

The documentary papyri have both extra- and intra-linguistic
fields of discourse. Extra-linguistic items include the events that are
being recorded in the texts, such as a census, or payment of a
particular bill, or the like. The range and type of event discussed
are circumscribed, although there are a number of references to items
that cannot be precisely identified. Intralinguistic items include those
that are simply topics discussed within the papyri themselves. They
are fewer than the extra-linguistic, but are nevertheless important to
establishing the range of fields of discourse of the papyri.

There are a number of features of the documentary papyri that can
be studied by means of the field of discourse.

5.3.1. Semantic domains, relations, and patterns

The various semantic domains/fields that are invoked and their
frequency of occurrence give us insight into the topic of a given
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letter. The central topic is usually introduced with a full grammatical
form, and then continues to be referenced through either reduced or
implied forms throughout the discourse. The extension of the se-
mantic domains across an entire discourse, rather than simply in a
given paragraph, helps to establish the topic of the entire discourse.

5.3.2. Clauses and their components

As noted above, the clause has four major components—Subject,
Predicator, Complement, and Adjunct. These elements comprise the
structure of the clause. The exemplification of these elements and
their ordering are important for thematization and topicalization.
Greek syntax is linear, including its clausal structure, and this analysis
allows examination of the clauses as being part of the main line of
argument (primary clauses) or development off-line (secondary and
embedded clauses). As a result, clauses themselves can be distin-
guished between primary, secondary, and embedded clauses. We
have found it useful to differentiate clauses in this way, based pri-
marily upon the conjunction used to connect them (for the relation
of secondary to primary clauses) or whether their Predicator (see this
terminology below) is an infinitive or participle (embedded
clause).2’ In terms of the clauses within the papyri we have anno-
tated, the following data are worth noting.

If we take the texts addressed between those of equal social status
as the norm, we notice a number of patterns of usage (Table 17.5).
Texts addressed to those of lower social status use a far larger number

Table 17.5. Complexity of sentence structure

Total Clauses ~ Avg. # Clauses/Text Primary Secondary ~ Embedded

+ 312 20.8 196 (63%) 43 (14%) 73 (23%)
250 16.8 172 (69%) 44 (17%) 34 (14%)
115 8.8 81 (70%) 16 (14%) 18 (16%)

25 For a variety of reasons that cannot be developed here, we reject the traditional
language of coordination and subordination, as these categories seem to imply value
judgements regarding the information presented, rather than indicating how the
information is structured.
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of clauses (does this reveal the better educated writing to the less
well educated?). There are fewer primary clauses, but a far greater
number of embedded clauses. Texts addressed to those of higher
social status use a far smaller number of clauses. These clauses have
a larger number of primary clauses (slightly more than the norm, and
higher than those addressed to lower social status). When these data
are taken in relation to the average number of words per text (see
above), it indicates that the average clause length is higher in texts
addressed to those of higher social status, but with the primary
clauses used more frequently. This perhaps reflects the complexity
of thought conveyed (there is greater complexity in letters addressed
to those of lower status), or possibly the social status factors that
allow better writing or the use of (better) scribes.

5.3.3. Aspect and causality

Aspect and causality are two semantic components that function at
the clause and paragraph level. Aspect describes the writer’s perspec-
tive on the process, and causality the means by which the action is
performed.26 Aspectual and causality patterns variegate the idea-
tional component, and play an important part in the transitivity
system. The patterns as found in the papyri of our corpus are
shown in Tables 17.6 (aspect) and 17.7 (causality).

Balance in the use of the tense-forms is found in all three social
strata of letters. The proportionate use of perfective and imperfective
aspect is to be expected in the letter form. The causality system is

Table 17.6. Aspect as marked by tense

Perfective Imperfective Stative
+ 94 (41%) 93 (41%) 41 (18%)

68 (40%) 72 (42%) 32 (18%)

58 (40%) 61 (42%) 24 (18%)

26 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 88; S. E. Porter and M. B. O’Donnell, ‘The Greek
Verbal Network Viewed from a Probabilistic Standpoint: An Exercise in Hallidayan
Linguistics, FNT 14 (2001), 3 41.
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Table 17.7. Causality as marked by voice

Active Middle Mid./Pass. Passive
+ 162 (67%) 12 (5%) 61 (25%) 6 (3%)
125 (69%) 4 (3%) 42 (23%) 8 (5%)
114 (74%) 5 (3%) 31 (20%) 5 (3%)

made more complex by inability to differentiate formally the middle
and passive forms in the present and perfect tense-forms (we hope to
refine this over time). Nevertheless, taking the equal social status as
normative, those addressing a lower social level use more middle and
passive forms (taking all three categories above together) than those
addressing a higher social level, who use more active voice verbs. This
may reflect a more agent-oriented orientation, in which the speaker
is directly causing action, rather than demoting causality, as occurs in
the use of the non-active forms.

5.3.4. Transitivity roles

Transitivity, which is realized at the clause level, is concerned with the
verb and everything that depends upon it. This means that the
Predicator specifies the types of processes; the Subject the kinds
and types of participants, and their class, quality, and quantity; the
Complement the kinds and types of participants, and their class,
quality, and quantity; the Adjunct the types of circumstances of the
actions. Included within the parameters of transitivity are the rela-
tions between a process and agency, in which there is either an
internal or external cause of events (see above on causality).

6. LETTER STRUCTURE

The papyrus letter structure is typically described in terms of three
components: opening, body, and closing. Other features are also
often described, such as the health wish at the beginning of the
body. In many instances, the divisions of the letter form are clearly
demarcated by linguistic features. A corpus-based study of the letter
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form of the documentary papyri potentially enables quantification of
the various letter parts, and the building up of a profile of letter
features. In other corpus-based studies of literary forms, there is
often a confluence of linguistic features at the transition points. For
example, the transition from the letter opening to the body normally
contains the following features: no conjunction, a Predicator con-
sisting of a word group with a single verb form, usually in the aorist
tense-form and often first-person plural. In some instances, the
Predicator (of the primary clause) is preceded by an Adjunct consist-
ing of a prepositional word group or a secondary conditional clause.

This type of description has potential application to other corpora
of letters, literary and documentary, in order to establish similarities
and differences. We are especially interested in the relation of the
documentary letter form to the letters of the New Testament. The
letter that is closest in size to documentary papyri is the letter to
Philemon. Quantification of the characteristics of the divisions of the
letter allows for further quantification of the divisions of the letter
parts of the New Testament letters.

7. CONCLUSION

The building of a structured representative corpus of documentary
papyri, and integrating this corpus within the larger corpus of Greek
texts of the OpenText.org project, allows for the quantification of a
number of linguistic features. These no doubt will prove important
in studying this body of materials itself, as well as expanding the
potential of the use of this corpus for study of other letter collections.
Our results are preliminary, but we believe that they give some hope
for future research as we include more texts within our corpus and
refine our search criteria. We should like to conclude with two types
of comments. The first is on the global level. We believe that the early
optimism of papyrologists concerning the implications of their
finds can be realized through the use of corpus-based technology
and analytical tools such as register analysis. What appears to be
overwhelming data can be constrained through the use of technol-
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ogy. A tool such as register analysis, which is not predicated upon a
particular corpus size or constituent components but is integrative in
its analytical framework, provides a reasonable starting-point for
such analysis. At the more particular level, we can see that there are
a number of patterns that emerge from analysis of specific features of
register that potentially open up new insights into the documentary

papyri.
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VI 9228: 142 n. 7, 144 n. 10

VI9271: 211 n. 9
VI 9440: 41

VI 9564: 211 nn. 7, 8, 213 n. 14

VI 9569: 130 Table 7.3
VI 9572: 128 Table 7.3
VI 9636: 212 n. 11

VIII 9826: 84

X 10292: 145 Table 8.1
X 10759: 122 Table 7.1

X 10759: 126

XII 10803: 86 n. 46

XII 10989: 145 Table 8.1
XII 11145: 128 Table 7.3
XII 11232: 129 Table 7.3
XIV 11477: 142 n. 6
XIV 11846: 131 Table 7.3
XIV 11847: 130 Table 7.3
XIV 11895: 123 Table 7.1
XIV 12089: 49

XIV 12143: 109 n. 16
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SB (cont.)
XIV 12172: 84 n. 40
XVI 12223: 130 Table 7.3
XVI 12238: 129 Table 7.3
XVI 12296: 131 Table 7.3
XVI 12298: 129 Table 7.3

XVI 12332 nos. 1 5: 129 Table 7.3

XVI 12600: 130 Table 7.3
XVI 12678: 80, 90 n. 58

XVI 12686: 129 Table 7.3
XVI 12793: 131 Table 7.3
XVI 12860: 130 Table 7.3
XVI 12861: 130 Table 7.3

XVI 13058: 215 n. 18

XVIII 13120:
XVIII 13324:
XVIII 13362:
XVIII 13363:
XVIII 13364:
XVIII 13365:
XVIII 13579:
XVIII 13637:
XVIII 13638:

130 Table 7.3
129 Table 7.3
130 Table 7.3
131 Table 7.3
131 Table 7.3
131 Table 7.3
122 Table 7.1
131 Table 7.3
131 Table 7.3

XX 14226: 255
XX 14625: 258
XXIV 16224: 48
Scr. HisT. Aua.
Heliog. 19. 4: 260
Heliog. 21. 6: 258
SEG
XXXI 677B. 2: 77 n. 21
XLVI 843.5: 77 n. 21
SEMONIDES
1.1 5:274
SOPHOCLES
Ant. 1040: 32
OC 1291: 32
SPP XX 54: 77 n. 21
STEPHANUS BYZANTINUS
161. 12: 270
Stud. Pal.
IV pp. 58 78: 129 Table 7.3
IV pp. 119 21: 128 Table 7.3
VIII 967: 256 n. 10
XX 107: 255
Suda
c 109: 271
SYNESIUS

Index Locorum

De Insomn. 2 (146. 12 Terzaghi):
85 n. 44

Tab. Vindol.

11 234: 66 n. 20

II 255: 213

11 343: 213

11T 628: 181
TAM

11 3. 1086. 5: 25

V1.213.7:24

V1.741.8: 24

V 1.776.11: 25

V 2.1077.10: 25

V 2.1083.7:25

V 2.1107. 6: 25
TESTAMENTS OF THE TWELVE PATRIARCHS

T.Reub., 1. 7: 28
THEMISTIUS

Or. 15. 186 ¢c: 92 n. 63
THEODORET

Hist. Eccl. 2. 24: 142 n. 5
Trinity College Dublin cahier 3231. 105:

38 n. 6

urz
1120: 210 n. 7
I1'110: 38 n. 11
I 199: 153

Vita Aesopi G
91.9:27
99. 6: 26

Wax tablet Cairo 29812:
133 n. 15

XENOPHON
An.i.3.9:152 n. 23
An. v. 6. 19: 214
Cyr.ii 4.21:95n. 75
Cyr. ii. 4. 24: 152 n. 23
Cyr.v. 4. 6: 152 n. 23
HG vii. 1. 35: 95 n. 75

XENOPHON EPHESIAN
Ephesiaca 2. 13. 3: 25

ZONARAS
394. 1: 270
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abbreviation 160, 258 n. 22
aberrational and non aberrational
features 67 n. 23
Abu Simbel 189
accent 152, 160 n. 15, 227
occasional use of 152 n. 22
account 10, 228, 236
of funerary rituals 48
tax 94, 127
of tax farmers 191
temple 200
accusative 43, 47, 63, 142, 177, 204, 281
and infinitive 142, 144 6, 151, 153 5
Actium 219
Adams, J. N. 7,9, 188, 228
addressee 54, 74 6,78 n. 22, 111
adjective 42, 77, 146, 189, 202, 225,
229 30
possessive 231
adjunct 299 300, 307, 309 10
administration 71, 144, 190, 198 9, 203,
222,283
Arab 72 n. 2,77
Roman 243
adverb 140, 145 n. 12, 151 5, 179, 227
affixes 118
Aeschines Socraticus 280
Aetius 254, 263 4
Aigeira 266
Aitolians 274, 282
Akhmim 133
database 133 n. 14
Akkadian 278
Albanians 277
Alcaeus 269
Alexander of Tralles 254, 265
Alexander the Great 187, 190, 268, 275
Alexandria 36, 87 8, 133 n. 15, 190,
256 n. 14, 274, 282
laws of 133
society of 49
Apollonios” household/establishment
in 52, 60, 62

educated linguistic production of 67
Alexis 270, 280
amanuensis 52, 68
America, modern 287
Amyntas 51 6,60 7,69 70
analogical formation 176 7, 181 n. 30,
183
Anatolius (archiprophetes) 86 7
Andocides 38 n. 8
Ann Arbor 59
Annianos (wine seller) 255
annotation 288, 291 2, 301, 305
Antaeopolis 85
Antimachus 280
Antinoopolis 76, 91 n. 59, 134
Antiphanes 271
Antoninus Pius (emperor AD
138 61) 97
aorist 211 n. 7, 310
subjunctive 16, 22, 105, 111 12
participle 100 3, 115
imperative 102, 117 19
infinitive 102
Apicius 264
Apion (gymnasiarch, former
strategus) 85
APIS 3
Apollodorus 279
Apollonios (finance minister of Ptolemy
II) 10 11, 52, 54,57 8, 62 3, 66,
68 70
Apollonius Sophista 269
Apollonopolis Magna (Edfu) 78 n. 22,
108
Apollo 276
Apsyrtus 256 n. 13
Arcadian dialect 188
archaism, poetic 182
architecton 35
Aristophanes 270, 280
Aristotle 38, 273, 275, 279 80, 283
Armenia 277
Arsinoites 36
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Artemidoros (doctor) 67
article 81
Egyptian definite 202
omission of 48
articular (see also infinitive)
infinitive 43, 95
noun 81 2,93
Asklepios, priest of 41
assimilation 102, 116 n. 32
aspect 308
future 113
imperfective 102
aspiration 66
errors of 152 n. 21
false 64 n. 17
hypercorrect 152 n. 21
loss of (psilosis) 64 n. 17
asyndeton 41, 88 9
Athanasius 141 n. 5
Athenaeus 278
Athens 44, 133
attachment (to letter) 46
Atticism 39, 41, 94, 141
Augusta Traiana (Thrace) 77 n. 21
Augustan poetry/poets 182
Aurelius Ammon (scholasticus) 81 2,
87 8
Aurelius Archelaus (beneficiarius) 175
Aurelius Demareus 92 3
Aurelius Dio[ ] alias Callinicus 75
Aurelius Harpocration (panegyrist) 82,
87
author (see also scribe, writer)
named 51 2, 68
individual 51 70
medical 259, 261, 266
authorial revision 7, 43, 71 96
authority 71, 78, 82, 124,
210, 274
authorship 73, 81 n. 31, 292
of private letters and
inscriptions 73 n. 4
autograph 7, 51 2,59 68,73, 92,
173 6, 179, 182
subscription 124
auxiliary verb
Demotic (Egyptian) 203 6
Greek 15 22, 155
unexpressed 150 1, 154

Babylon 277
Bagnall, R. S. 198, 296
Balkan Latin 246
van Beek, B. 7,35 6
Berossus 279
Betro, M. 200
Bible 295
bigraphism, in Narmuthis ostracta
201 7
bilingualism 7 8, 158, 188, 198 207,
221 2,228,238 9,243
‘cultural’ 205
Biville, E. 229 n. 25
Black Sea 277
Bohairic 206
borrowing, lexical 188, 221 52
Greek into Egyptian 202 3, 207
Greek into Latin 229 n. 26
Latin in Greek 221 52
Bresciani, E. 200
Bringmann, L. 120 1
Britain 4, 181
Romanization of 220
Browning, R. 17
Biilow Jacobsen, A. 114
Byzantine period 6, 8, 15 17, 38 40,
77 n. 20, 142, 153, 243, 266
papyri of 151, 153
Greek 21, 244 n. 49, 245 6

Caesar 159, 160
Cairo 59
Calderini, R. 110 n. 19
Callimachus 279
Caspian Sea 277
catholicus (rationalis) 82
Catullus 159
causality 308 9
Cavenaile, R. 224 5
census 125, 132, 136, 190 1, 306
list 8, 125 31, 135,191, 194 5
declaration 124 31, 135 6
Centre for the Study of Ancient
Documents 3
Cerialis (prefect at Vindolanda) 181 n.
30, 183
Cervenka Ehrenstrasser, . M. 223 4, 248
Chadwick, J. 19
Chaldaeans 277 8
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changes (see also revisions, corrections)
interlinear 72
Charmos (commercial agent) 65
Chio Caesaris (slave) 180
Cicero 159, 217
Ciceronian Latin 218
Cilicia 275
citizenship 133 4, 139
Athenian 133, 139
second rate 134
civil rights 133 4
Clarysse, W. 6 7, 18 n. 12,59, 62 n. 14,
67, 125
class
gymnasial 135 6
lower 36
metropolite 135 6
middle 243
privileged 132, 135 6
upper 49, 134, 243
Claudius (emperor ADp 41 54)
letter to Alexandrians of 40 n. 13
Claudius Iulius Agrippinus
(soldier) 78 80
Claudius Terentianus 56, 106 n. 14, 181,
218
Claudius Ti. Xenophon (epistrategus of
the Heptanomia) 90
clause 307 8
causal 99
completive 44
concessive 99
conditional 18 n. 12, 39,99, 103, 107,
310
final 43 5, 95, 108
finite 142, 144 6
participial 88
secondary 307 8,310
Cleitarchus of Aegina 278
clerk 43, 54, 63 n. 13, 73, 76
code switching 5, 160 n. 15, 188, 192,
199, 205 6, 221
cognate
words 85
noun, Latin 225
Colchis 277
Coleman, R. 182 n. 36
collocation 82, 153, 301
of the vocative 78 9

349

comedy 158 n. 6
command (see also directive) 305
indirect 211 12, 214, 216
+ infinitive 21
complement 101 5, 108, 145 6,
299 301, 309
composition
and penmanship 73
literary 71, 73
process of 68 9,71 4, 87,93
revision of 82, 86,92 3
compound
copulative/additive (dvandva) 230 1
determinative 230 1
hybrid 221 52
of 8jov 145, 151, 155
preposition governing 230 1
pseudo 252
verbal governing 230
conjunction 41, 43, 146, 150, 202,298 9
Constantine (emperor AD
306 37) 77 n. 21
Constitution of Soli 275
content words 304
contract 93, 122 5, 128 32, 141,
145 55, 236
alimentary 124
abstract of 124
bilingual 124
Byzantine 150
Demotic 124, 132
language of 110
mining 110 n. 20
private 132
cvyypadi 48
Coptic 42, 199 200, 204, 206, 224, 243,
248
copula, verbal 42
corpus linguistics 5, 287 311
correction 7, 41 3, 63, 66 n. 20
interlinear 72
self 43, 45,71 96, 115
supralinear 67 n. 25
Cotton, H. 175
Cratinus 270
Cronert, W. 1
Cugusi, P. 176
Cyrene 134
Cyprus 189, 275
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Dacia 110 n. 20
Daris, S. 223 4, 237 Table 14.1, 238
Table 14.2, 248
DDBDP 2,49, 121, 142, 145, 153,217 n.
22, 224, 239 Table 14.3
duplicates and errors in 40 n. 14,
44, 45
unique example in 153
Decius (emperor AD 249 51) 77 n. 21
Deissmann, A. 1, 12
Della Corte, M. 161
Demetrios (quarry worker and
prisoner) 47
Demosthenes 92, 280
Demotic 189 207
Depauw, M. 6, 11
dependent statements 140, 150, 154 5
derivation, Greek 253
derivatives 223 n. 6, 226 7, 234
dialect 160 n. 15
form 160
dialectical demarcation 244
dialectology 268, 281, 284
Dickey, E. 8, 101, 105, 236 9
dictation
copying from 52, 56, 58, 68 9, 73, 75
scribal correction of 66, 119
Dieterich, K. 1, 17
Diethart, J. 223 4, 248
diminutive 227, 257
Dinarchus 280
Diocletian (emperor Ap 284 305) 77 n.
21, 243
price edict of 256 8, 263, 265
Dioscorides 254
dipinti 157
directive expressions 97 119
discourse
field of 292, 306 9
form of 297
function of 297
level of 292, 299
mode of 292, 298 302
tenor of 292, 302 6
dittography 55 n. 2, 66 n. 18
docket 41, 54 5, 64
document
administrative 39, 144, 155
Byzantine 155

Index Nominum et Rerum

financial 236

of Amyntas 52 6, 60,62 7,69 70

of letter type 68

of Zenon 60, 65

non autograph 68

notarial 39

official 97 n. 1, 114, 146, 236

renuntium 181

technical 8 n. 17
Domitius Philippus (prefect of

Egypt) 76 n. 18

Dorotheus of Ascalon 278
Dublin 35

Edgar, C. C. 41 2, 54, 58, 60, 64, 66 7
education
advanced 82
background 290
effects of 196
Greek 8
level of 10 11, 90, 96, 180, 267
Egypt
administration of, Arab 77
administration of, Roman 198, 203
administrative system of 234
Arab conquest of 238
bilingualism in 238
Byzantine 74 n. 6, 243
cities in 133 4
eastern desert of 97
educated élites in 71
Graeco Roman 87
Greek of 243
Greek cities in 133 4, 136
Greek immigrants to 190
Hellenistic 46, 219
inscriptions from 248
prefect of 76,78 9, 81 2, 88
Ptolemaic 194
Roman 76, 91, 135 7, 138, 207, 239
social dialects of Latin in 181
Upper 191, 194 6
eiskrisis 132
Elagabalus (emperor ap 218 22) 77 n.21,
94, 260, 263 n. 42
endings
verbal 111,117 19,180 1
nominal 180, 189, 195, 226 7,
232 3



Index Nominum et Rerum

English
‘ask’, double sense of 209
auxiliary do 21

expression of futurity in 15, 22 n. 19

verbal loans 226
Epaphraes 180
Epictetus 151 2
epigraphic habit 157 n. 2
epikrisis 127, 132

epistolography, late antique 84 n. 38

Erasistratus 279
error
in DDBDP 44
iotacistic 277
of aspiration 152 n. 21
of concord 153
scribal 86
ethnography 268
Etymologica 268
etymology
ancient 274
dubious/problematic 229, 248
popular 276
Euboeans 274, 281
Eumelus 256 n. 13
Eupolis 280, 280
Evans, T. V. 6 7
exegetes of Heracleopolis 75

Fayum 49, 190, 194 6
stone quarries in 36
irrigation canals 36
Karanis in 56
Narmuthis in 200
Philadelphia in 59
population of 190 n. 6

Fewster, P. 200

filiation marker, Egyptian 192 5

Filos, P. 8

Florence 59

format, syntactical 281

formatting, of letters 46

formulae 36, 142, 150

epistolary 126, 172, 175 n. 10, 177,

219
greeting 67 8
legal 182
polite 75, 208
request 208 20

Fournet, J. L. 261
Fraser, P. M. 134
freedman 159
Fries, C. C. 289 90
funerary texts 20, 48 9
funerary monument 132
future tense
and aspect 113
equivalent 16 n. 3, 17

indicative, Greek 15 16, 105, 108,

112, 113, 212 n. 13
modern Greek 15
monolectic 16, 19
more distant 21
replacement of 17
periphrastic, Greek 15 22
periphrastic, Latin 181

futurity, expression of 15 22

genealogy 136 8

genitive 117 n. 34, 192
absolute 47, 48, 79
first declension, Latin 180
possessive 81 2

Galen 254

Gallienus (emperor Ap 253 68) 75, 81,93

Gallo, P. 200 1
Gallo Romance 246
Gignac, E T. 2,6, 11, 17, 224
gladiatorial games 162 3, 166 7
Glaucus 275
gloss 268 n. 1, 276, 280 2
glossaries 8,267 84
glossography, dialectal 268, 284
glossographer 281, 283
Gordian IIT (emperor AD
238 44) 76 n. 18,77 n. 21

Gospel of Mark 38 n. 7
graffiti 157, 159, 161

modern 157 n. 4
Greek dialects 269, 282, 284

Aeolic 269, 284

Tonic 269, 282
grammar 187

English 290

Greek 189, 195, 213, 226

of quarrymen 47
grammarian, ancient

Greek 41, 243 n. 47, 274, 284
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grammarian, ancient (cont.)
Latin 176 n. 13
Oxyrhynchite 81, 83
grammatical level 158 n. 6
grammaticality, cline of 15
grammaticalization 5, 15
studies 22
of status relations 303
graphic variation 98, 113
Griffith, E. L. 120
Gro Harlem Brundtland’s UN
commission report 110 n. 17
gymnasiarch 75, 85
gymnasion 132
gymnasial class 135 6
gymnasial status 135

Hadrian (emperor Ap 117 38) 134
Halla aho H. 7, 10, 160 n. 16
hand, writing (see also script) 6, 47,
51 2,55 7,60 3,67 8

autograph 64 n. 17

chancery 57 8, 62

cursive 43

first 78, 84, 86, 93

formal 55

informal 55, 62

literary 37, 62 n. 13

practised 82

professional 60, 64 n. 17, 65, 68

second 152, 175

semi cursive 55, 62, 68

small 83 n. 37

trained (of Petenophotes) 114
hapax legomenon 179, 234
Harpocratio 256 n. 14
Hatzidakis, G. N. 1
Heichelheim, F. M. 125
Heisenberg, A. 150
Helios 276
Hellenization 36
hendiadys 113
Heptanomia 90
Heracleia alias Rufina (Antinoite

woman) 90

Heracleopolis 75, 77 n. 21
Herculaneum 156, 159, 166
Herennius Antoninus (decurio) 108
Hermes 276

Hermippus 270, 280
Hermogenes 46
Herodes (dioiketes) 38 n. 11
Herodotus 19, 189, 268, 269, 275, 280
HGV 2,121
hiatus 102, 232 n. 29
Hierocles 256 n. 13
Hierokles (correspondent of Zenon) 60,
62,67 8
Hippocrates 268, 269
Hippocratic writers 254
Hipponax 280
Hofmann, H. 223 4, 229
Holford Strevens, L. 101 n. 11, 258 n. 25
Homer 253, 268 70, 279 n. 22,
280, 284
Horace 159, 160
Horrocks, G. C. 17
Hostilianus (son of emperor
Decius) 77 n. 21
Hult, K. 141
Hunt, A. S. 272
hybrid (see compound, suffix)
hybridization 242
Hyperides 280

idiolect 205
idiom
Greek 99 n. 8, 101, 105, 110 n. 19,
111, 205
Latin 209
Latin, borrowing in Greek 108
Finnish 110 n. 17
if clause (see also conditional) 18 n. 12
illocution 97 n. 2
illocutionary force 101
illocutionary point 98
imperative 97 119, 208, 305
and infinitive 101 6
embedded 98
épwrdd + 212 13
0w + 21
Latin second 176
maparkadd + 215 16
third person plural 46
impersonal construction 140 55
infinitive (see also accusative)
and imperative 101 6
articular 43, 95
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épwrd + 108, 211 13

éxw + 16, 22

0érw + 15 22, 107

Greek in Demotic periphrasis 202 6

in embedded clause 307

wéw + 16,20 1

mapakadd + 214 17

perfect, Latin 182 3

post classical replacement of,

Greek 95 6

without expressed subject 142
infinitival construction 146, 215
inscriptions

at Abu Simbel 189

Attic 10, 44

authorship of 73 n. 4

Coptic 224, 248

errors in 162

formal language in 1

funerary 17

Greek 157, 240 n. 42, 245, 275

in temple of Didyma 137 8

Latin 4, 7, 156 70

metrical 170 n. 40

Oscan 157

Pompeian 160, 172 n. 4
interlexemes 229
interlinear

changes/corrections 72, 75 n. 14

insertions 91, 93
intermarriage 134, 136 7
intermorphemes 229 n. 25
Tonians 189
Ioannes 255
Iranian language 276
itacism (see also error) 47
Italian dialects (Venetian, Genoese) 246

James, P. 6, 11

Tulius Domitius (military tribune) 175
Jews 138

Joseph, B. D. 17

kalamos (see also pen) 47

Karanis 56

katharévousa 140 n. 3

kibariates 7, 101, 114

Kleon (architecton) 35 49
archive of 6,35 6

353

offices of 36

sons of 36 7

wife of 36 7
Koine 16 17,20 2, 38, 140, 188 9, 212,

242 3, 280, 283

Early, Middle, and Late 12

Egyptian 11

Ptolemaic 40 n. 13
Kompositionsfuge 231
Kruschwitz, P. 4, 7,10, 172 n. 4

language
administrative 49, 144, 198 9, 203,
278 n. 20
alternation 188
business 144
colloquial 182
contact 5,7, 11, 187, 189, 196 7
day to day 288
differentiation 282
donor 225 6, 228
everyday 158
high register 241
level 45,160 n. 16,171 2
legal 182
low register 242
of individual 51 70
recipient/receiving 187, 228, 241 n. 45
puristic 94 n. 70
Romance 158, 165, 246
second 117
specialized 166
spoken 45, 105, 158 n. 6, 160, 173,
176 n. 13, 177, 182, 192, 248
standard 160 n. 15
substandard varieties of 160
technical, of consumption 167 9
written 67, 71, 158 n. 6, 160 n. 16,
180, 229 n. 25
Latin
spoken 160
vulgar 158, 159, 161
Latinate (see also suffix)
hybrid compounds 221 52
construction 217
formulae 219
Latinism 208, 219, 222 n. 4, 224, 226,
236 41, 247
Latinity 181 n. 30



354 Index Nominum et Rerum

law 133 4
education in 82
Roman 133
Lebadeia 266
Lee, K. H. 26 n. 21
legal text 38, 182
Legio II Traiana Fortis 78
Leiwo, M. 6 7,9
lemma 268 n. 1, 269, 271, 274 5, 277,
279 80
Leontios 255
letter 9 10
autograph 67, 92, 173
closure/ending 68, 219
Demotic 199 n. 7
Egyptian names in 192 3, 195
English 172 n. 4, 290
family 36 7
Latin 56, 171 83
model 99 n. 8, 297
non literary 7, 51, 94, 171 83
official 36, 45 6, 77, 144, 153, 172
opening 219
private 36 43, 45,71, 94 96, 144 6,
155, 227, 236, 291
of Hierokles 60
of Petenophotes 114 19
of recommendation 173 8, 302
politeness system of 219
register of 43
representative corpus of 293 310
Leuven Database of Ancient Books 2
Lex Aelia Sentia 133
Lex Papia Poppaea 133
lexeme 237 40, 242, 304
lexicalization 111
lexical borrowings 5, 221
lexical connections 118
lexicogrammar 298
lexicography 8 9, 268
lexicon 18, 215, 267 84
(as linguistic category) 8, 165, 166,
222, 306
Atticist 94 n. 70
Byzantine 268
mental 118 19
New Testament 18
of Hesychius 268, 271
Lexicon Homericum 269

limpieza de sangre 138
literacy 58, 68
literary artificiality 227
Livy 182
loanword
Greek in Egyptian 243
Greek in Georgian, Hebrew, and
Armenian 152 n. 21
Latin in Greek 223 8, 236 9, 241,
246 7, 259
Lollianus alias Homoeus
(grammarian) 75, 81, 83, 93,95 6
Lommatzsch, E. 165
London 59
Lucius Lucretius Annianus (prefect of
Egypt) 76
Luiselli, R. 6 7

Macedo 178

Mackay, C. S. 164

Magus (text painter) 163

Mahaffy, J. P. 48

Mandilaras, B. G. 2, 17

manuscript transmission 157

Maravela Solbakk, A. 8

Marcia Otacilia Severa (consort of Philip
the Arab) 77 n. 21

Marcus Sempronius Liberalis (prefect of
Egypt) 79

Martial 159

Masclus (decurio) 183

Mason, H. J. 225

Mau, A. 165

Maximinus Thrax (emperor AD
235 8) 77 n. 21

Mayser, E. 2,6, 11 12,20

Mediterranean 1, 4, 138 n. 27,
219, 223

memo (hypomnema) 38

Menander Comicus 280

Menander Rhetor 77 n. 21

Menchetti, A. 201, 204

Metrodora (wife of the architecton
Kleon) 36 7

metronymic 6, 11, 120 39

Milligan, G. 295

van Minnen, P. 136

Mithras 276

Mobiles 86 8
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modification

morphological 225, 245

phonological 225, 245

semantic 245
Moeris 94 n. 70
monolinguals, use of loan words by 228
Mons Claudianus 7, 9, 97, 99 101
morpheme, derviational 233
morphological processing 118
morphology 72, 118, 172, 180, 221 2,

234,247 8

of the imperative 113 14

noun 117

substandard 176, 181, 182

verbal 111, 181

vernacular 172, 183
morphophonological patterns 232
morphosyntax 98 n. 3
Morpurgo Davies, A. 64 n. 17, 189
Mubhs, B. 8
Muslims 138

name
Egyptian 8, 193
family 138, 275
father’s (see also patronymic) 125
grandfather’s 132, 135
mother’s (see also
metronymic) 120 1,124 8,133 8
personal 8,179,187 9,191 7,251, 303
recipient’s 70, 175
Narmuthis ostraca 199 207
Naucratis 189
necessity, expression of 98, 105
neologism 264
Neoptolemus of Parium 277
New Testament 21, 96 n. 76, 232 n. 29,
299, 300, 302, 310
lexica of 18
New York 59
Nilus (brother of Anatolius the
archiprophetes) 86
Nominal
form 225 6
phrase 242 n. 47
sentence 42
nu, movable 85 n. 43

object (see accusative)
O’Donnell, M. B. 5,9

355

officialese 36
‘Old Coptic’ texts 199 200, 207
onomastica 269
onomastics 4, 133
OpenText.org project 288, 310
Oplontis 156
Oribasius 254, 261
Orientalism 126
orthography 40 1, 47,66 7, 114 18,
119,176 7

correct 179

normative 115

of Claudius Terentianus’

letters 56 n. 3

peculiarities of 157

textual revision affecting 72
Oscan substrate 158 n. 7
ostraca 97 119,191 4,199 207,222 n.2
overabundant expressiveness 230
Oxford 35
Oxyrhynchus 7, 75, 89 n. 53, 289, 292

Paa(s) son of Pobul 193
Paa(s) son of Totoe 193
Pachrates 203
Paconius (probably freedman) 178
Paeanius 92 n. 63
pagarch 78 n. 22
palaeography 89 n. 54, 157, 256
Palladas 255
Palladius 264
Palmer, L. R. 2, 254
Pamphilus 278
Panopolis 82
papponymic (see also grandfather’s
name) 132

parallelism 215
parataxis 88, 101, 299
parchment 91 n. 59
participant structure 302
particles 37 40, 41, 67, 88 94, 150 4
Pastontis 41
patronymic (see also father’s name) 126
Paul of Aegina 254
pen (see also kalamos) 4, 51
penmanship 73
perfect tense

Greek 52, 54, 64, 309

infinitive, Latin 182 3
Pericles 133
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periegesis 281
periphrasis, nominal 232 n. 30
periphrasis, verbal 15 22, 140, 145 55
Demotic/Greek bilingual 203 6
future, Greek 15 22
future, Latin 180 1
Pernigotti, S. 200
Persians 275, 281 2
Pestman, P. W. 290, 296
Petenephotes 114 19
petition 10, 45, 73 82, 87 9, 141
draft of 71, 74,77 8, 81, 88 91,
93, 96
particles in 41
to architectones Kleon and
Theodoros 36, 47, 49
to king or high official 37
Petrie, F. 35
Petrie Papyri 7, 35
Petronius 159
Phatres 201 7
Pharion son of Eutyches (petitioner) 79
PHI 73
Phileas 38
Philemon, letter to 310
Philadelphia (Fayum village) 59, 127
Philip the Arab (emperor Ap
244 9) 77 n. 21
Philosarapis (sacrificial
magistrate) 85 6
Philonides (son of the architecton
Kleon) 36 41, 45
phoneme 64 n. 17, 115
phonology 98 n. 3,114 18,172 n. 3,
187, 247
Phrygia 278
Phrynichus 94 n. 70
Phylarchus 270, 280
Pintaudi, R. 200
Plato 18 n. 12, 19, 44, 85, 280
Plautus 159, 164
Plinius Valerianus 265
Pliny 254
Polybius 44
Polykrates (son of the architecton
Kleon) 36 7, 45
Pompeii 156, 159, 166, 179 n. 19
Porter, S. E. 5,9,290 n. 7
postpositive 86 7
postvocalic R 162

Index Nominum et Rerum

POxy: Oxyrhynchus Online 3
pragmatics, peculiarities of 157
precatives 98
predicator 299 301, 307, 309 10
prefix, intensifying 179
preposition 93, 204, 227, 230 1
prepositive 86 7
present tense
middle and passive forms 309
circumstantial 204
with future sense 16, 22
imperative 102, 118
indicative 205
infinitive 203
Priapea 159
priest of Asklepios 41
primary clauses 307 8, 310
prison 47
process words 304
programmata 166 7
Prometheus 276
pronoun
personal 76, 78, 81 2, 91
subject 204
pronunciation 47, 66, 115, 119, 152,
192 3,281 n. 23
Attic 41
prose
Attic 84 n. 38, 88 n. 52, 95 n. 75
classical 85, 87 n. 49
classicizing 96 n. 76
colloquial 84 n. 40
documentary 71
elegant 209
literary 10, 85, 87, 95
non classicizing 95
post classical 95
unsophisticated 88
proverbial sayings 180 n. 21
Psenurei son of Harapre 194
Ps. Galen 261, 262
Ps. Hermogenes 214, 217
psilosis 64 n. 17, 152
Ptolemaic period 187, 219
Ptolemais (El Lahun) 43
Ptolemy I Soter (305 285 Bc) 190
Ptolemy II Philadelphos (285 246
Bc) 10, 52,190 7
Ptolemy III Euergetes (246 221 Bc) 43,
190 n. 6, 195 7
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Publius Paquius Proculus 165
punning 158 n. 6
purism 94 6

quarries 36, 46 7
quarrymen of Pastontis 36, 46 7
question 99
indirect 211
introduced by w1 20 n. 18
rhetorical 151

reader 72, 74 5, 80, 93, 207
receipt, salt tax 191 3
reduplication 64 n. 17
regional variation (Regiolekt) 158, 160
register 10, 72, 84 n. 39, 94 6, 114,
141 4,160 n. 16, 169, 171 n. 1, 288
analysis of 292,295 8,310 11
high 229 n. 26, 241 2,247 8
lower 98 n. 3, 101, 242,247 8
official 144
popular 144
social 158 n. 6
repetition 83, 91, 304
in contiguity 85 6
request 106 10
formulae 208 20
polite 21,99 101, 210 12
submissive 112
revision 43,71 3
process of 77
unaccomplished 88
rhetoric 82
Rhinton 280
Rhodians 275, 282
Roman imperial system 243
romance reflex 181
Roman senate 209
Romanized Greeks 219
Rome 209
Rutherford, I. 8

Sahidic 206

Saite Period 189, 195 6

Sallust 169

Saloninus (caesar Ap 258 60) 77 n. 21
salutation, closing 179

Sam, son of Psosna 194

Sappho 269, 284

Schironi, F. 8
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Scholl, R. 125
scribe (see also author, writer) 52, 63,
69, 73, 105 6, 119, 154, 175 n. 7,
257, 308
Apollonios’ 62, 66
Egyptian 41, 47, 191 4, 196, 201
errors by 86, 259 n. 28
literary 267
military 66
non professional 46
professional 36, 55, 58, 65,
66 n. 21
temple 200
Terentianus’ 56
script (see also hand)
alphabetic 200
angular 60
chancery 57 8
change in 189
composite 8, 207
continuity in 189
Coptic 243
cursive 76
Demotic 190, 192, 207
formal 75 n. 14
informal 55, 68
semi cursive 55, 68
small 83 n. 37
sub literary 75 n. 14
syllabic, Cypriot 189
Searle, J. R. 97 n. 2
sebakh 59
Seider, R. 62
Seleucids 275
self censorship 94
semantics 222, 228 30, 234 5, 236
of attitude (mood) 305
Semonides 274
Severus Alexander (emperor AD
222 35) 77 n. 20
S[hort]M[essage]S[ervice]
texts 115 16
Skeat, T. C. 59, 62 n. 14
slave 125, 159, 180
social dialects 6, 181
sociolect 160, 172
sociolinguistic marking 172, 178, 181
sociolinguistics 165
Soli 275, 278, 283
Solin, H. 161, 162



358

Sophocles 270, 280
speech 22, 119, 152, 234
acts 97 9
patterns, bilingual 206
community 111
daily/colloquial 46, 199, 234
difference from writing 114
events 74
reported 19
spelling 54, 114 n. 29, 180, 202
classical 64 6
confusion/misspellings 212, 216 n.
19, 267
‘garbage’ 162 n. 24
Petenephotes’ 117
phonetic 176 7, 179, 183
Stabiae 156
status, social/political 134 5, 175 n. 10,
295, 300 9
stem 118 19, 205, 222 n. 4, 226 7
stress, secondary 80
style 4, 68 9, 292
awareness of 71
colloquial 141
higher (hohere) 38, 94
formal 38 n. 7, 45
linguistic 72, 96
literary 6, 38 n. 8, 45, 67, 95, 141
lower 88
official 45 6
personal 51, 56, 68
subject 43,47 8,205,298 301, 307, 309
inanimate 19
pronoun 204
subjunctive 177, 212, 213 n. 14, 215 17
aorist 16, 22, 105, 111, 112
paratactic 108
fa + subjuntive 15, 16
0érw alBérw va + 15, 17, 21
va + 21, 95, 108, 212
substandard
feature 158 n. 6
morphology 176, 182, 183
substantive 225, 229, 277
abstract 43
substitution 301
of verbs 83, 87 n. 50
Suda 268
suffix 225 6,227,232 3,253 4, 257

Index Nominum et Rerum

compositional 233
derivational 226, 232 3
hybrid 257
Latinate 253, 259 n. 28, 261, 264
Suneros (slave?) 180
superintendent of the stemmata 76
suprascript 76, 86
supplication 93
synonymy, variation by 83, 87 8
syntactical structure, peculiarities
of 157
syntax 11, 36,172 3,176 7,203 6,212,
217, 307 8
colloquial 172
formal 183
in glossary entries 281
Syria 86 n. 46

tablet, writing 275, 283
wax 110, 133 n. 15
Vindolanda 181
wooden 171

Tarsus 275

tax, capitation 132

tax collectors 190

tax farmers 190

Teleclides 280

text
format of 6
isomorphy of 166
technical 166
type 166

Thamoys 48

Thebes 192 3

thematization 298 300, 307

Theodoros (architecton) 6, 35,

46, 49
archive of 6, 35 6
Theophanes (of Hermopolis
Magna) 86 n. 46, 255, 257

Thompson, D. J. 125

Thoteu(s), son of Phib(is) 191 2

Thucydides 44, 280

Thumb, A. 1

titles 188, 227, 229, 235
in letters 76 8

token 237 40, 242, 304

topicalization 108, 307

tragedy 270
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Trajan (emperor Ap 98 117) 97
transition
grammaticalizing 20
syntactic 89
in letter 310
transitivity 309
translation 8, 109 10, 124, 187 97,
208 10, 215, 242
transliteration 8, 187 96, 207
tria nomina, system of 133
Trismegistos 2
Tumolesi, P. S. 166
Turner, E. G. 291, 296 7

Umayyad caliphs 77 8

umgangssprachlich 179

univerbation 151 2, 227, 232 n. 30,
248 9

Véddninen, V. 160, 161
Valerian (emperor ap 253 60) 75, 81, 93
Valerian II (caesar ¢. AD 253 7) 77 n. 21
Valerius (brother of Petenophotes) 114
verba curandi 44
verba declarandi 6, 140 55
verba volendi 44
verbal adjective 253
verbal noun 203 5
verbs
finite 88 9, 151
of asking 96
of causing 96
of commanding 96
of declaration 6, 141, 142 n. 7
of enquiring 211 12
of forbidding 182 n. 36
modal verb 98
of permitting 96
of requesting 212
of willing 96
of writing 84 n. 40
Vergil 159
vernacular 172, 180
feature 22
late Byzantine 244 n. 49
morphology 173, 183
Vesuvius, Mount 156
vina fictitia 8, 253 66
Viscidi, F. 223 n. 6, 224, 246

359

vocabulary 72, 173, 199, 219, 248, 282
administrative 207, 245
Christian 229 n. 25
cult related 273
everyday 235, 247
ethnic 273
financial 235 n. 34
low register 247
peculiarities of 157
technical 207

vocative 75 6,78 81

voice 114, 309 Table 17.7

volition (see also wish) 19

vowels
change in Greek system of 114
linking 231 2
unstressed, neutralization of 116

vox populi 159, 170

Wallace, R. E. 159
watercress 107 n. 15
Wenger, L. 150
Winckelmann, J. J. 159
wish (as lexical item) 15, 19, 20
White, J. L. 288,293 4
word division 152
word formation 222, 225, 227 8, 231,
247 8
word order 78 82, 108, 146, 151, 176,
189, 300 1
workmen, petitions by 36,41 2,46 7,49
writer (see also author, scribe) 72, 74 5,
171 83, 305
bilingual 195 6
classical 211
educated 290
non professional 119
of ostracon letter 115
of petition 45, 77
second language 119

Xenophon 38 n. 8,44, 91, 279 n. 22, 280

Zenon (son of Agreophon) 37 n. 4,
39 n. 12, 41, 54, 57, 60
clerk of 54
commercial agent of, Charmos 65
Zenon Archive 2 n. 4, 10 11, 40, 52, 57,
67, 194, 289



Index Verborum

Greek

aBdrrnc 222

alrodpar 110 n. 19

dxor) 279

arxélovfor 204

arolovdia 204

avrickpifac 222

aéun 110 n. 19, 212

amavtdd 88

dmac 85

dmdtwp 126

amocTé\\w 52,54 5,64 7, 84
dpa 39 40

appatomrnydc 231
dpuikovcTwp 232
dppo(po)kodcrwp 232 n. 30
dpwpatiryc (ofvoc) 258, 265 n. 48, 266
dpxicrdTwp 226

apavic 205

agavijc éyévero 205

aplcryue 64

dppwv 274

apwbarov 257

apwbarov 253,257 8, 264, 265, 266
apivBov 257, 266 n. 49
apwbdiTyc 258, 266

Beilparxec 270

BromopicTad 201, 203

BAnyoc 270

BXGSov 270

Bovmpndvec 270

BpaxéAa 226 n. 19

ydp 41, 151, 299

ye 39

yévewov 277

yevvaiov 277

yAdcca 270, 273,277 8,280 4
ypddw 44, 83, 110

yuuvdcov 135

dactvw 281 n. 23

&¢é 41,47, 67 n. 25,89 92, 150, 152, 299
dhAa 87 8mv 153

dnlad’ 140, 145 n. 12, 150 n. 19, 152 5

Snlov 6, 140 2, 145 6, 148, 150 2,
154 5

dndov 81v 145 55

Sdnlovére 140, 141 n. 5, 145 n. 12, 152,
154 5

Sdnlodrar 6, 140 4,154 5

édv 103 4,299

éyuerpnTiic 46

20élw (see also Hérw) 18, 20

el 299

€l 8¢ p1j ye 39

elc 95

éxchpdyicpa 144 n. 10

év 281

&vrvyydvew 80

é&ic 142

émel 299

6”7T€LIU,L 42 3

émepwrnlelc wpoddynsa 149 50, 152

émbupe 164

émctéw 84

émictol 84

émrpénw 110 n. 19

épwrnlbeic 108 11

épwrdd 108 11,208 17

elpl 42,47

éppwco (pdvvopt) 68

edTvyw 37 n. 4

éopoc 283

&w 16,22

Nyendv kiproc 79

fkw 86 7

Huépa 42 3

fa 15

Oapvilw 49

Oapvicuéc 48

Oavicudc 48

fe va 16

0édw 6,15 33

0édw tva 15,17, 21

OeopiAécraToc 77

BeoduMic 77 n. 21



OeopidéTyc 77 n. 21

o 264

laTov 262, 264

{éparec 270

iva 43 5,94 5,212,299

{cTopin 279, 284

rkal 89 94,299

kal...0€ 91 2

kaitor 39 40

kalac moujcerc 101, 105 6

kdpdapov 107 n. 15

kapvopuAdaTov 261, 264

kapvdpullov 261, 264

rkard 281

kataywpllw 204

urpdaTov 261 2, 264

kiTpov 264

kvdwvaTov 262, 264

kvddwiov 264

ropilw 113 14, 117 18

KoumAevw 226

rkovdiTov 254, 255 6, 258, 263,
265 n. 48, 266

Aatoulc 47

Myw 281

pactiyarov 260, 263

pacriync 260 n. 30

pactiywoc 260 n. 31

pelpopar 274

wéke 276

péMa 16,19 21,22 n. 20

pneAdyov 276

neAwdio 283

wév 41, 92 n. 62, 93

wév yap 67 n. 25

wév odv...58¢ 67 n. 25

wnév...8¢ 37 8,40, 67 n. 25,94

pevepave 276, 283

wévror 39

peppvadar 275

wépoh 274

wécoc 274

piTyp 121

wihTpa 275,283

untpomolityc 135

pnwadec 283

MwodoAdecca 277

pocyéatov 263

pocyopocdatov 263, 264

Index Verborum

nécyoc 262, 264
povcyédaor 263
povcyopocaTov 262 3
pvpcwarov 259 60, 264
nupcivy 264
puvpcwityc (ofvoc) 260
wiprwoc (olvoc) 260
wvptitnc (olvoc) 260
va 15 16

vov ye 39

Eéctme 228,240 n. 43
olda 45

olkovpévy 282
Spoloyd 149 50, 152
S&vw 281 n. 23
6mwe 43 5,94 5,299
émv 29 n. 22, 142, 145 55, 299
o wiv 38, 40

o uny daAAd 38

odv 41, 90, 299

& 274
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ma (Egyptian filiation marker) 192 4

maydpxmc 234, 240 n 42
madaicTpa 60, 62

mapd 281

mapaxadd 44, 208,213 19
mapakéov 247

mac 85

méumrw 84,102 5,107,116 19
mevrafectiaioc 228

mévre 228

moww 40 1,101, 105 6
mépra 219

mow (see also moud) 40 1
mpéc 95

poddrov 259 n. 28

poditnc (olvoc) 259, 266
pocarov 253, 258 9, 263, 266
panvoue (éppwco) 68
capdfBapa 271

cmite 219

crupaxdrov 261, 264
crvpdkwoc 261

cripaé 264

ctidw 201

cvyypagi) 48
cuyreldproc 222 n. 2
cOykeAdoc 222

cuyxwpncic 144 n. 10
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copPdAdopar 95

cuPolov 48

cveratikoe (tomoc) 99 n. 8
7e 92 n. 62

Te...kal 93

TyudTaroc 114

Tupavvic 19

¥8popddwov 262
vdpopocdrov 262, 264, 265
dmé 281

vmopvnuaticuéc 144 n. 10
dalverar 140, 154
pavepdy 140, 154

blidc (rdmoc) 99
bickocuviiyopoc 245
bpovrilw 44

Ppidad 281 n. 23

wc 142,299

Latin

alius 180

apsinthatum (abs ) 258, 265
apsinthum (abs ) 257, 265
archistator 226
armicustos 232

asper 245

beneficiarius 175
centimanus 231

citrum 262 n. 36

citrus 262 n. 36

conditum 255, 264 n. 44
cupio 164

cydonites 262, 264

de 177

Index Verborum

debeo (debunt) 180 1
decrimino 179
decurio 108, 183
defrustror 179 n. 18
diuus 180

domus 164

et 177

facio (fecisse) 182
fides 180 n. 21

futuo 161

habeo (habunt) 181 3
leptospathium 226
mastichatum 260
myrtites 260
officium 175

oro 215 18

patior 180 1

peto 176 7
piperatum 264
possum 176 7

quis 180 n. 21
referere 176 8, 181
referre 178
renuntium 181

rex 183

rhosatum 258

rogo 109, 110, 176, 209 13, 217 8
scribo 110

stecus ( stercus) 162
storax 261

styrax 261

sum 161, 163, 167
ualeo 161, 181, 182
uelum 163, 167
uenalis 168 9
uiolacium 262, 264



