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THE PURSUIT OF PAPYROLOGICAL FLEAS*

“On a d’abord tenté d’esquisser une définition de la papyrologie en tant que
science. On a évoqué a ce propos I’histoire des découvertes et des travaux qui ont
permis a la papyrologie de se constituer en discipline autonome; on a abordé ensuite
divers problémes relatifs aux limites chronologiques et géographiques de la recherche
papyrologique, aux questions linguistiques, au support matériel de I'écriture, et—
point d’une importance capitale—a la distinction entre papyrus littéraires et papyrus
documentaires. A ce propos, on a insisté sur 'intérét majeur des papyrus documen-
taires pour la définition de la discipline. La papyrologie, c’est d’abord et avant
tout la publication, I'interprétation et I’étude des documents qui permettent de saisir
sur le vif la réalité historique de I’Egypte, monarchie hellénistique et province de
I’Empire.”

With these words, Professor J. Modrzejewski describes how he introduced a
course of his in papyrology.! For those of us accustomed to think of papyrology
in terms of literary remains as well as of documents, his statements emphasizing
the overriding importance of documents may cause dismay. But what he says is
nonetheless true, however uncomfortable it is to hear it. Since literary papyri are
much less common than documentary, it follows that the latter will be the main
concern of the papyrologist.

Decipherment is the prime aim of our discipline, and everything—even the con-
tent of the piece in question—becomes of secondary importance. The task is to
prepare an edition with as much positivism as feasible, and the papyrologist should
proceed with equal detachment to a routine tax receipt and to a hitherto-unknown
play of Menander. Only with this detachment, with this objectivity, can he adequately
discharge his duties.

What I have said, however, does not imply that papyrology is an historical

* Delivered as a public lecture at the University of Warsaw on 22 March 1984. T am grateful
to Dr. Zbigniew Borkowski for inviting me to present the lecture, and I also thank Dean
William F. Prokasy of the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences of the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign and the Department of the Classics of the same university for funding my
trip to Warsaw.

'J. Méléze-Modrzejewski, Papyrologie et histoire des droits de I Antiquité
(rapport sur les conférences de I'année 1972-1973), Annuaire 1973-1974 de I'Ecole pratique des
Hautes Etudes. IV* Section: Sciences historiques et philologiques, 106° année, Paris, 1974, pp. 229-230.
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discipline or a branch of the study of ancient law. Some would argue that it is, but
these scholars overlook the fact that papyrology must have a philological base. The
primary concern is with historical or legal documents, but this does not make the
papyrologist an historian or a legal scholar. In order to perform his functions
properly, he must be a philologist, intimately involved with the problems of editing
texts, with Editionstechnik. ¢

Of course, it is not only with his own texts that a papyrologist deals. In studying
the corpus of published papyri, he frequently comes upon pieces which he finds defec-
tive for some reason or other. If he is successful at removing the defect, that is,
if he can emend the text as edited, then he is performing a function as important
as publishing his own papyri.

This notion of the importance of emending, or correcting, previously edited
texts emphasizes the philological basis of papyrology. The papyrologist must be
a textual critic, and to describe his activities I can do no better than quote some
statements made by Professor A. E. Housman in his brilliant paper, The Application
of Thought to Textual Criticism: “A textual critic engaged upon his business is not
at all like Newton investigating the motions of the planets: he is much more like
a dog hunting for fleas. If a dog hunted for fleas on mathematical principles, basing
his researches on statistics of area and population, he would never catch a flea
except by accident. They require to be treated as individuals; and every problem
which presents itself to the textual critic must be regarded as possibly unique.”?

With these words in mind, I propose to discuss some passages requiring correc-
tion among the papyrus documents that have thus far been published. A former
teacher of mine, Warren E. Blake, was thinking of Housman when he described
textual criticism as “the pursuit of philological fleas.” Since papyrology is intimately
concerned with textual criticism, I may perhaps be excused for giving my lecture
-the title “The Pursuit of Papyrological Fleas.”

The impetus for my remarks comes from the magisterial treatise of H. C. Youtie,
The Textual Criticism of Documentary Papyri: Prolegomena (2nd ed.: BICS Sup-
plement 33, 1974). To this work as well as to Professor Youtie’s numerous articles
(now conveniently assembled in his Scriptiunculae®) 1 refer those who may wish
to pursue the subject in greater detail.

We must remember that it is only when he is confronted by the papyrus itself
or by a good photograph of it that the papyrologist is actually engaged in decipher-
ing an autograph manuscript. In the numerous editions of published papyri, we
often find only transcripts without photographs, and although these transcripts
are supposed accurately to reflect the original, they often resemble the efforts of
Byzantine scribes struggling heroically with copying an ancient text.

2 Proceedings of the Classical Association 18 (1922), pp. 68-69 (= J. Diggle and F.R. D.
Goodyear, eds., The Classical Papers of A. E. Housman, Cambridge, 1972, Vol. 3, p. 1059).

3 Scriptiunculae, Amsterdam, Vol. 1: 1973, Vol. 2: 1973, Vol. 3: 1975; Scriptiunculae posterio-
res, Bonn, Vol. 1: 1981, Vol. 2: 1982.
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Particularly satisfying is the experience that comes when one can correct an
editor’s transcript without recourse to the original. The editor has transcribed cor-
rectly, but his interpretation of what he sees is at fault. To give an example: A scholar
once published a fragment of a paramone contract from the Indiana collection
(Class. Phil. 43, 1948, 111 = SB VI 9094). In texts of this type, a loan is involved,
but the debtor, instead of paying interest, stipulates that a member of his family
shall remain in the house of the creditor and serve him for a specified period of
time. In line 8 of the Indiana papyrus, the editor reads wavtlayfj xat’ &y <y>U[yy,
and in his note he writes: “this restoration is questionable, but compare P. Mich.V
355.11 xato tov vopov mwavtayit. A Michigan text published after the Indiana
piece, P. Mich.X 587, allows the critic to improve upon this passage. Also a para-
mone contract, the Michigan text contains the provision that a female servant whose
work will discharge the interest is not permitted to “absent herself night or day from
the house of Harmiusis [the creditor] without his knowledge but is to follow him
everywhere throughout Egypt (mavroayis a1’ [Aliyuwrov line 16).” The vigilant
critic is immediately struck by the similarity of the phrase wayzayit oz [Allyurtoy
with the phrase movtlayy »at’ &y<y>v[nv, especially when the latter is stripped
of editorial embellishment: wavz]ay? »xz’ éyv[. The last word must obviously be
restored as “Eyvu[ntov (=Aiyvrtov). The writing of « as ¢ is too common to
require discussion.® Incidentally, we can also correct the phrase xata tov vépov
mavtoyL, which the editor cited in his note: to make it conform to the pattern of
moavrayy »at’ Alyurrov, we need only change the accent from vép.ov to vouév. One
wonders whether the editor of the Indiana papyrus would have hit upon the correct
solution if his parallel had been correctly accented in its publication.®

Here the editor was misled by the parallels. At times, there are no parallels
available, and one must transcribe as accurately as one can, in the hope that, if
similar passages come to light, his text can then be read. Here I think of P.Hamb.I
30, a contract of loan which contains a stipulation about the period of the loan.
In the published transcript, this stipulation has the following reading: éxi 7e Tov
%[ Joeny xal €97 Ov Eav .e.my e[, yelévov (lines 18-19). The editor has done
his best, but the absence of precise parallels did not permit him to decode the cursive
script in which such texts are usually written. We are now more fortunate: two
Michigan papyri (X 585 and XII 635) have subsequently been published, both
involving loans and both containing phrases highly relevant for our purposes: 585.
15-16 éxt e tov %ot adtiic® [ypbévov] xal €@’ &v &av déov #iv? 2Zvouxelv ypbvov
“both for the time stipulated by the contract and for as long as lodging is neces-

*+ Cf. F.-T.Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods,
Milan, 1976, Vol. 1, pp. 192-193.

5 See P. Mich. X 587. 16n. and BL VI 151.

¢ Read adtiyv.

7 Koine for §: see P. Mich. X 585. 16n.

3 The Journal...
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sary”; 635. 14-15 énel te 7100 xat’ adt¥ic xep[ur]aiov® xol éc?’ [6v 2av] déov 7
gmevauxiv ypoévov “both for the duration of the loan established by the contract and
for as long as additional lodging is necessary”. A comparison of the Michigan
papyri with that from Hamburg shows that the latter must read éni te tov x[ata
aldrhy xal 29’ Oy Eav déov Ay Emevor[xelv yplévov®.

Such’ cases, where correction can be done without seeing the original, are rare.
Usually the editor has been unsuccessful in deciphering a passage, and we need access
to the papyrus or to an accurate reproduction if our corrections are to carry con-
viction. '

The critic is continually on the lookout for the unusual, the bizarre, the discon-
gruous: anything that is out of the ordinary is suspect and must be tested. Thus when
a Wisconsin papyrus, P. Wisc. I 30, appears with the word xa.¢a (Col. ii 9), a Laco-
nian spelling for the common word oxdgn, we have to test the reading, especially
since it is elsewhere attested only in Hesychius (see LSJ); here we recall Martin
West’s dictum: “you can always find something in Hesychius”.!® Now it is true
that new words do appear in papyri, and the sands of Egypt have enriched our
knowledge of Greco-Roman koine, but alas, a glance at a photograph of the papyrus
shows that Laconian influence is not demonstrable in the Wisconsin text.!’ The
photo shows a clear, though slightly abraded, sigma in front of the kappa. What
follows the phi is by no means clear, but the traces are at least compatible with eza.
Therefore, the text offers the common word oxder, not—unfortunately for lexico-
graphers—its Laconian equivalent. .

Later on in the same papyrus, we come upon a phrase which appears thus in
the edition: t0Ay oidiwv Eogpayiopévy (Col. ii 18-19) “a closed mattress with
sheepswool” (editor’s translation). The editor’s note is illuminating: “oidtov is
used only once as a diminutive of oig by the grammarian Theognostus from the
ninth century A.D. (Canones 121). Naturally, we are not dealing here with lambs,
but with the wool of young sheep, used to stuff the cushion/mattress.” A similar
expression occurs elsewhere in the same text: cdxxoc cuvépywv EoQpayLlopévos
(Col. iii 1) “a sealed bag with woven materials.” The editor is certainly right when
he says that the mattress must be filled with wool and not sheep, but it is doubtful
whether ot310v can have this extended meaning. An examination of the photograph
shows that the reading is by no means as certain as the editor’s transcription sug-
gests. dwov is correctly read, but the preceding letter is raised too high above the
line for an omicron and resembles rather a rho. Before this letter is a lacuna sufficient
for one letter. I therefore suggest [€]e18iwy as a much more likely reading than oidtwv.
The word 2pt8iov “wool” fits the r.equirements of meaning and is amply attested

8 Read éni 7e 7ov xat’ adThv xepadaiov: cf. P. Mich. XII 635. 14n.

9 See P. Mich. X 585. 15-16n. and BL VI 47.

10 M.L. West, Hesiod, Theogony, Oxford 1966, p. 238 (ad 243).

I E. Boswinkel and P.J. Sijpesteijn, Greek Papyri, Amsterdam, 1968, Plate 33.
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in the papyri; it is also freely used in the plural (cf. e.g. BGU I 48.12-13 mepl wév
2odlew). 2

As is well known, official documents tend to be written in stereotyped formulas.
Unless the scribe simply blunders, he will follow what convention dictates. And the
editor had better know what that convention is if he has any hope of disentangling
the various series of Verschleifungen which we charitably call handwriting. A papyrus
from Bologna, P.Bon.30, had been bothering me for several years. It is an ordinary
tax receipt, but its transcription is disquieting. In the edition it appears as follows
(lines 3-7):

Auky(pue)
HManée Koaeh( ) IHamvePrive
5 Zox[twg ? ] AaEd(2)'? S(mip) yopdrwy
deut(épov) (Erovg) Tefrivewg
apy(vetov) (Spaypac) EE (terpdBorav) (Yivovrar) (Spaymal) 8% (teTpdBohov)

This is a receipt for the dike tax, and a perusal of the other receipts for dike
tax quickly shows that the Bologna papyrus presents striking anomalies. The usual
arrangement for the first part of the receipt is diéypade + tax collector (in dative)
+ payer (in nominative). The Bologna text places the tax payer before the collector
and thus reverses the normal order. It is also surprising that the tax collector, accord-
ing to the editor’s interpretation, is referred to as a stonecutter (Ax£éc: see foot-
note 13). Granted that a stonecutter could be impressed into the office of collector,
one wonders why his trade, instead of his official position, should be mentioned in
his title. Finally, that the name KoxeA( ) is unattested elsewhere does nothing
to relieve one’s feelings of uneasiness about the text as edited.

I procured a photograph of the papyrus but for several years could not get
beyond the editor’s text. The hand is extremely cursive, but repeated examination
enabled me to see the writing in such a way as fo eliminate the peculiarities men-
tioned before. I here offer my revision of the passage in question (lines 3-5), follo-
wed by a translation and brief commentary:

Séy(pape)
Homde xab pet(dyor) IMamveBrivio(c)!*
5 Zoxéw(c) AE(dc) (mip) ywpdtwv, %TA.

“Papnebtunis son of Sokeus, stonecutter, has paid to Papos and his associates,
for the dike tax,” etc. 4

The name Ilaméc is a scribal mistake for the dative ITaréste; similar confusions
exist in other tax receipts and should not disturb us. Egyptian was not an inflected
language like Greek, and it regarded prefixes, not suffixes, of prime importance.

12 See ZPE 5 (1970), pp. 23-24 and BL VI 72.
19 Bd.’s note: “1i AnEs.D
14 Read Ilamdtt ... IlanveBrtivic.

3*
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Hence names often appear in the nominative when we expect an oblique case; cf.
e.g. P.Tebt.Il 356.3 du(éypadev) *Opciic xal ‘Qptwv'® xal petdyorc.

For the editor’s KoasA( ) I have read xui pet(dyowc). The papyrus has
Wat-f— . Often %l is written as g , and H. C. Youtie notes editorial confusion of
alpha/mu and lambda[tau.'® The mu has a collapsed appearance, but it is basically
of the form that occurs elsewhere on the same papyrus. As for the rau, the right
side of the crossbar leads directly into a stroke of abbreviation. The shape of the
tau may also be paralleled in the same papyrus. A similar, though less cursive,
piece of writing appears in a tax receipt from the Brooklyn Museum, which I edited
in BASP 4 (1967), pp. 23-26: A4S WX et (yotc).

I have read ITamveBrivio(c) for the editor’s [TamveBzlve. After the iota the papyrus
has a clear dot above the line, and this I interpret as omicron, raised to indicate
abbreviation. Since the endings -tog and -i¢ interchange freely in the papyri,!” the
writing of [TanveBrtiviog for TlamveBzivic is readily understandable.

About rzE6(c) in line 5: the papyrus has A«Z° with the omicron raised to signal
abbreviation. The editor of the papyrus corrected this to Az£¢@. That the nominative
was intended is clearly demonstrated by a fragmentary receipt on the other side
of the papyrus. This receipt, in a different hand from that of P. Bon. 30, was briefly
described by the editor and was not transcribed. Although only the ends of lines
remain, much of the text can be restored without difficulty. I offer a transcript of
it here, with translation and a few notes:

[Eroug x TiBepiov Khaudiov Kaislapog

[EeBactod Teppoavixed Adrtoxpdt]opos

[month day Suéy(padev) IlamvePrivic Zoxéwe] rakoc

[ - Tlefrivec!®

5 [a&eyveton Spayumdc téocapag dBohods EJE, (yivovrar)
(Spoypat) 3 (6Bohot) c.

“Year x of Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus Imperator (month
day). Papnebtunis son of Sokeus, stonecutter, has paid to the account of Tebtunis ...
four drachmas of silver, six obols, equal 4 dr. 6 ob.”

This text presents two anomalies: there is no room for mention of the tax collector
and his associates in line 3, and in line 5 we expect the tax to be 6 dr. 4 ob., not
4 dr. 6 ob. As it stands, the receipt could not be considered valid, and so it was tur-
ned over and the text published as P. Bon. 30 was inscribed. Despite its defects,
the fragment displays Az£6¢ without abbreviation in line 3. This shows that the same
person is involved in both receipts, and since it is nominative, it indicates that this

15 Read ’Opofitt xail ‘Qptwwe,

16 Textual Criticism 68.

7 D.J. Georgacas, Classical Philology 43 (1948), pp. 243-260.
18 Read TeBtiveoc.
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person is the taxpayer, not the collector. We therefore can guarantee the resolution
of 22%° in P. Bon. 30 into 22£6(c), and so we must assume that ITamveBtivio(c)
stands for [lawveBtivic. This in turn leads inevitably to the assumption that Tlaméc
is to be corrected to IManét.!®

At times the editor’s text offers no overt novelties, and it is only accident that
compels us to attempt to correct it. Number 3 of the Leiden Ostraca is assigned
by the editor to Syene in Upper Egypt and is tentatively dated to 2 September 15 A.D.
It takes the following form in the publication:°

Mhdvrae xal Ilaviexo[g
Emr(npnTal) lepldc) =OA(1g) Zom(vne)
[Tuedte v(cwtépm) yaipey. "Eoyopey dm(Ep) napovst(ac)
»p(19%jc) + fuov. LB// Q6 &,
5 Maavr(ac) Ixdire.

Editor’s translation: “Plantas und Paniskos, Aufpasser des Heiligen Tores von
Syene, griissen Pikos den Jiingeren. Wir haben fiir die Anwesenheit eine halbe
Artabe Gerste erhalten. Im 2. Jahr am 5. Thoth. Plantas dem Pikos.”

When I read this for the first time, I collated it with a published photograph,?!
felt somewhat uneasy, but could not make any improvement on the editor’s text.
Once again, the hand is extremely cursive, and great caution is necessary in deci-
pherment. Later 1 came upon another receipt also issued by Plantas and Paniscus:
O. Tait Ashm. 68. It was written on 30 March of year 2 of an unspecified emperor,
but its editor had assigned it to Septimius Severus (i.e. 193/4 A.D.) and had indi-
cated its provenance as Thebes. In the edition this ostracon appears as follows:

Davris xal [avieno(c) dmart(nral) %pe(19¥c) yevi(patoc)

28 “Qpo(v)*? Mereym(vorog) “Qpo(v) S Ppepedro(c) 7(atpewy).
"Eoy(opev) elc mpboH(eow) »p(19%c) ~ d. LB//

Meoo(eh) & ... o(ea)n(uelopar).

If the same people are involved as collectors, there are serious discrepancies:
obviously one text cannot have been written in Syene in 15 A.D., while the other
was drafted in Thebes in 194. I had the opportunity to examine the second ostracon
in the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford, and, comparing it with a photograph of the
Leiden ostracon, I found that the two receipts were drawn up by the same scribe.
My comparison also allowed me to revise the reading of the Leiden ostracon. As
I have said, the text is very cursive, but fortunately the Ashmolean piece is some-

19 See ZPE 6 (1970), pp. 266-269 and BL VI 23. Note that I have altered my transcript of the
text on the back of P. Bon. 30.

20 This is the editio princeps, reprinted as SB X 10311; for the second edition, O. Leid., see
below, n. 23.

2t Boswinkel-Sijpesteijn, Greek Papyri, Plate 53b.

22 Ed.’s note: “Read “Qpc.”
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what easier to decipher, and it-acts as a control on the Leiden text. I here present
my revision of the latter: ¥
IMavtatg xat [aviexro(c)
amont(nrol) %2p(t9¥c) yevn(patog) raS
Iixdte 6(poiwe) y(atpewy). Eoy(opev) cic mpbod(zowv)
%e(19%¢) + Huov. LB/ OaY e.
5 IIMavrdc) ozon(petwpor). (2nd. hd.) [Hav(ioxoc) o(eonueiowpar)’

“Plantas and Paniscus, collectors of barley of the crop of the 3lst year, to Pikos
son of Pikos, greeting. We have received as an additional deposit one half artaba
of barley. Year 2, Thoth 5. I, Plantas, have signed. (2nd hd.) I, Paniscus, have
signed.”

Both the Ashmolean ostracon and that from Leiden, as now revised, were drawn
up in the second regnal year of an unnamed emperor, and both record arrears from
the 31st year of another emperor, also unnamed. Only by assigning year 31 to
Commodus (i.e. 190/191 A.D.) and year 2 to Septimius Severus (193/194) can we
reach a satisfactory interpretation of the two ostraca. The only other emperor in
the Roman period to have a 31st year is Augustus (1/2 A.D.). But if year 31 falls
in his reign, we must assign year 2 to Tiberius (15/16), as did the editor of the
Leiden text. This will mean that the arrears were outstanding for 15 years, a sur-
prisingly long period. Further, on paleographical grounds, the writing on the ostraca
corresponds more closely to the extremely rapid style of the late second century
than to that of the early first.

The revised transcription of the Leiden ostracon eliminates: the reference to
Syene: what the editor had read as émur(nentol) iep(dg) mOA(ne) Zon(vns) turns
out in fact to be dmort(nral) %p(19s) yevh(patoc) raS. The provenance of this
text and of the Ashmolean receipt is Thebes, as is shown by the fact that the aravtnral
mentioned in both function as independent collectors, according to the regular
practice at Thebes. In Syene, the amowtytal always appear as representatives of
the émutnenral icpdic woAne Lofvns. The designation of the tax as cic mpboY(eowv)
also restricts the provenance to Thebes, since this surtax is found only in that city.

But this was not apparent to the original editor, since he mistakenly interpreted
2

3

the cursive script and transcribed. dw(2p) mapovsi(ac) instead of cic mpbod(cow).

These last two examples, the Bologna papyrus and the Leiden ostracon, have
had their text drastically altered. This alteration will cause great discomfort to some.
If transcripts are so defective, then what is the poor non-papyrologist to do? He
may need to make use of published papyri, and in order to make use of them pro-

perly, he must assume that they are accurately transcribed. The last two examples,

23 See ZPE 4 (1969) pp. 193-195 and BL VI 164, as well as the revision subsequently published
as O. Leid. 266, where the dot has been removed from wpisHeow) in line 3, and Ifavis(xog) is
read instead of ITxv(isxog) in line 5, without indication of a change of hand.
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as well as those previously discussed, show that accurate transcripts cannot always
be counted on. Editors are only human, and they make mistakes. This vapid gener-
alization is of little comfort to the non-papyrologist, but it is all that can be offered.
We cannot say a priori that the titans of our discipline, men like Wilcken, Youtie,
Grenfell and Hunt, are necessarily in every case more reliable than the amateur
who dabbles in the art when the spirit moves him. In general, of course, the great
_papyrologists have had much more experience than the amateur, and so the overall
performance is better. But we are concerned with particular cases, and each partic-
ular case must be judged on its own merits. Unfortunately, only another papyrol-
ogist is competent to be the judge, and then not in all circumstances. He may acci-
dentally have just read a text which enables him to correct the edition that he is
now perusing. Or he may have acquired some fact which was not at the disposal
of the previous editor, and this fact allows him to improve upon the text. In the
case of the Bologna papyrus, it was the discovery that Ax£éc appears on the back
that triggered the decipherment, and in the case of the Leiden ostracon, the fact
that I had found Plantas and Paniscus elsewhere, in a more readable text, permitted
me to make the sweeping revisions which I set forth earlier. To judge from my own
experience, such corrections are the exception, not the rule. Often I have read a pub-
lished text, felt vague feelings of uneasiness about it, but have been unable to find
the reason for the uneasiness. I suspect that the text is wrong, but it may take years
before I know whether my suspicions are justified.

If these generalities have any point, it is to urge caution on the users of papyrus
editions. As I said a while ago, there is a great deal of similarity between the modern
papyrologist and the Byzantine scribe. Neither the former’s transcript nor the
latter’s apograph can be safely regarded a priori as a faithful reproduction of the
autograph. No one would dream of considering the Palatinus as a totally accurate
record of the ipsissima verba of Lysias. But people tend to be more charitable in
dealing with editions of papyri, perhaps because the editions were produced, not
in the dim cells of some long-forgotten monastery near Constantinople, but in
a well-equipped library, with all that contemporary science can offer. And then,
of course, the modern scholar, with his doctorate and vast learning, is—one feels—
vastly superior to the Byzantine copyist. But—most important—the modern tran-
script of a papyrus is made from the original itself; it ought (such is the implicit
assumption) to be better than the medieval apograph, which is centuries removed
from the original. From what I have said, from the examples which I have adduced,
we must abandon these comforting assumptions: the papyrologist is a scribe, a learn-
ed one perhaps, but all the more dangerous for that reason.

Not wishing to end on tendentious platitudes, I turn to one last example, a pa-
pyrus published as No. 2116 of the Berlin papyri (BGU XI). This is a contract of
loan written in the twelfth year of Tiberius (25/26 A.D.). Most of the contract is
in Greek, but the creditor has used the Latin alphabet for his subscription. For
a papyrologist skilled in Greek, Latin hands can cause acute embarrassment; and
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the present case is no exception. In the edition, the lines in question (20-22) are
tentatively deciphered in the following way:
20 Cosnus’ 4B

]s - hebde[.]..gat..t.d.a[

The large number of dots eloquently testifies to the editor’s feeling of despair
in grappling with the text. In his note, he gives a more complete transcript, proposed
by Professor Marichal: line 21 cons]edans ca[u]sas tractat[as; line 22 hebdemega-
tocto drz}[chmas. B

When I read this text, with Marichal’s supplements, it occurred to me that since
line 22 is obviously nothing other than Greek written in Latin characters, the rest
of the passage is likely to have been similarly composed. When I tested this hypo-
thesis on the photograph of the papyrus included in the edition, I was able to arrive
at a transcription considerably different from those previously advanced:

20 Cosmusy.J. . ot
[ ca. 10 letters d]gdanica tas procim[enas argy-]
[riou drachma]s’ hebdemeconto dio?*.[

“] Cosmus ... have lent the aforesaid seventy-two drachmas of silver ...”

A close parallel is furnished by a Greek papyrus from the Cornell collection
(P. Corn. 6.15-17): ‘Hp[axh]eroc “Hpaxdeton Seddvixo tag mpoxtuévas dpyvpiov
Spaypelc teclonpaxo[oloc 6]ydonxovra, xTA.

Other examples of Greek written in the Latin script exist,?® and so the revision
that I have proposed for the Berlin papyrus should occasion no surprise.?®

This final example serves yet again to emphasize the need for caution in using
papyrus editions. It also, I hope, gives some idea of the excitement involved in the
process of the criticism of documentary papyri. Every printed edition is full of
similar specimens, which tax the critic’s ability and effectively underscore the philol-
ogical basis of papyrology. This example, like the others before it, should be con-
vincing proof of the importance of textual criticism in the study of papyri. The
papyrologist can succeed in his dual role of editor and critic only if he is continually
aware that his discipline is only secondarily historical. It is primarily philological,
and only if we thus regard it can we ever hope to function adequately as papyrolo-
gists.

University of Illinois Gerald M. Brown e
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24 Le. éB8ounxovta 3o, :
25 E.g. P. Oxy. I1-244.16 epid[e]doca and P. Tebt. I1 586v. enegoisis (= Evoixnoic).
26 See ZPE 4 (1969), pp. 45-46 and BL VI 22.



