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MARITAL DISPUTES IN GRECO-ROMAN EGYPT"

The conventional approach to the study of marital relationship and of divorce is
largely confined to the study of marriage instruments (whereby the spouses and
their parents arrange their patrimonial affairs and their duties towards each
other) and divorce agreements (whereby they reaffirm the settlement of the
property affairs and their freedom to remarry). This approach underlines par-
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ticularly the legalistic — formal aspect of drafting the divorce agreement while
it sets aside essential features of the process that lead to this result. Although
rich in content and clauses, these documents tell us only one part of the story;
they reveal what was the socially accepted and expected conduct in marriage
and illustrate the consensual end of the marital link. What, however, is not re-
vealed is the process through which the spouses reached the brink of divorce,
the disputes that fuelled the conjugal discontent, the party or parties who
sought the separation and whose behaviour initiated it. In this respect, the cor-
pus of petitions addressed to a variety of officials is very instructive, since it
provides an insight into the mundane realities of everyday marital life.! Two
contrasting cases will illustrate this point; CPR I 22 (A.D. 138-161) is the
marriage instrument of Syros and Syra, in which there is a detailed description
of all the items of the dowry and provisions about them in case of divorce. A
few years later the couple decided to end their marriage and a divorce settle-
ment was agreed (CPR 123 = M.Chr. 284, A.D. 138-161). These two docu-
ments, although preserving the two essential points of the marital relationship,
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do not explain why the marriage was dissolved, and who had the initiative. On
the contrary, the dossier of Tryphon? including his complaint about the elope-
ment of his first wife, the marriage agreement with his second wife and peti-
tions against his ex-wife for assault, provides a rare glimpse into the precious
minutiae of everyday life.

A. DOCUMENTS 3

The corpus of documents is not particularly homogeneous as far as chrono-
logy, origin, and subject matter are concerned. My aim is to cover the whole of
Egypt from the period of Greek conquest to the Arab conquest. I will not
differentiate along ethnic lines,* although I am aware of the danger from such
generalisations, but I will consider all these documents as if they constitute a
coherent body of evidence. The common denominator of the corpus is that one
of the spouses petitions one official (local or not is irrelevant at this point) on
an affair arising from a dispute between the spouses. By the term marital
disputes I mean any disagreement between spouses, concerning their conduct
to each other and in relation to the dowry and the common property, perceived
as inflicting injury and attributable to the other spouse.d A dispute is qualified

2 See M. V. BiscorTing, ‘L’ archivio di Tryphon tessitore di Oxyrhynchos” Aegyptus
46, 1966, pp. 60-69 and 186-292 and J. E. G. WHITEHORNE, ‘Tryphon’s second mar-
riage (P. Oxy. I1 267)’ [in:] Atti del XVII Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia, 111,
Napoli 1984, pp. 1267-1274. For the importance of petitions see BEaucamp (1990-92),
II, pp. 146-48.

3 In ancient novels there is only one case of divorce (Ach. Tat. 8. 8). The necessities
of the genre did not leave room for naturalistic accounts of everyday marital life
(EGGER [1994]). Egger’s account of the legal position of women is inaccurate in two re-
spects: (i) she claims that women’s consent was unnecessary either to marriage or to
divorce while there is plentiful evidence that women could initiate divorce and (ii) the
dowry was returned to the woman only in cases in which the original provider was
dead. For a more balanced approach see E. KARABELIAS. ‘Le roman de Chariton d’ Aph-
rodisias et le droit. Renversements de situation et exploitation des ambiguités juri-
diques’ [in:] G. NENct and G. THUR (eds) Symposion 1988 (Siena — Pisa 6.-8. Juni
1988), pp. 369-96.

4 P. W. PESTMAN, Marriage and matrimonial property in ancient Egypt, pp. 155-
161, Leyden 1961 (= Papyrologica Lugduno-Batava 1X) discusses the provisions for
the dowry in demotic marriage agreements, in case of divorce. For a summary of such
disputes in demotic documents see SEL (1975). For a comparison of women’s posi-
tion in an enchoric and Greek environment see H. MAEHLER, ‘La posizione giuridica
della donna nell’Egitto tolemaico’ Quaderni di Storia 30, 1989, pp. 5-24.

5 For a detailed account on dispute theory see S. RoBerTS, ‘The study of dispute:
Anthropological perspectives’ [in:] Bossy (1993), pp. 1-24.
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as marital even when the spouses have separated from each other but they have
not settled a divorce agreement;® however, this statement does not imply that
divorce agreement is regarded as a constitutive act. Therefore it was possible
for a petition to be submitted long after the actual abandonment or elopement.
Under (1) I list all those documents in which accusations against a spouse are
made irrespective of their content in the period from the 4th century B.C. to the
6th century A.D. I have excluded documents such as SB VI 9065 (c¢f. BL V
107, VII 201, VIII 538, Herakleopolites, Ist century B.C.); SB XIV 12201 frg
(2nd century A.D.), and P. Par. 13 (= M.Chr. 280, UPZ 1 123, Memphis, 157
B.C.) because they contain petitions for return of dowry when one of the
spouses is dead; thus the ground for claiming the dowry is not separation but
the death of one of the spouses.” In category (ii) I collect documents which
record particularly interesting procedural matters arising from the expressed
intention of the spouses to separate; in particular they may shed some light in
two areas; (a) arbitration leading to some kind of settlement or (b) to a hearing
in front of a court of crhmatistaa which would eventually issue an enforceable
decision. The remaining categories are auxiliary in the sense that they provide
an up to date collection of documents connected directly or indirectly to the
material discussed.

(1) petitions of spouses (or on behalf of them)

P. Sorbonne inv. 2402 (= J. Scherer, YCS 28, 1985, No 2, pp. 59-60, Mouches,
224/3-219/8 B.C.); P. Enteux. 23 (= CPJ 1 128, Magdola, 218 B.C.); SB XVI
12687 (Arsinoites, 3rd century B.C.); PSI 11 116b (cf. BL VIII 393, Thoinites,
118 B.C.); P. Tebt. 1 51 (Tebtynis, 113 B.C.); P. Tebt. 111 776 (cf. BL VIII 495,
Oxyrhynchos, 2nd century B.C.); P. Cair. inv. 10331 (= G. Bastianini and C.
Gallazzi, NAC 16, 1987, pp. 167-74, Panopolis, 77/76 B.C.]; BGU VIII 1820
(Herakleopolites, 56/55 B.C.); BGU VIII 1848 (Herakleopolites, 48-46 B.C.);
BGU IV 1105 (¢f. BL VI 15, Alexandria, 11 B.C.); PSI' 1 64 (Oxyrhynchos, 1st
centiury B CY; “ POy T 282V (= M CHr T YT B VT "96 . VI 234,
Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 30-35); SB X 10239 (= P. Oxy. II 315 descr, BL VII 217,
VIII 357, Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 37); P. Mich. V 227 (Tebtynis, A.D. 47); P. Oxy.

6 Cases in which application was submitted after the actual separation but before
any divorce arrangement: BGU VIII 1820 and 1848; P. Tebt. 11 334 and III 776;
P. Oxy. 11 281, 282 and LI 3770; PSI 1 41; P. Lips. 41; P. Heid. I 13 (237) and SB XII
11221; XTIV 11392; XVI 12505 and 12687. Petitions addressed after divorce: P. Cair.
inv. 10331, PSIIII 166 and IX 1075; P. Lips. 39 and P. Oxy. L 3581.

7 See the relevant provisions in the marriage instruments (e. g. P. Oxy. III 496, 13-
15) and MonNTEVECCHI (1936), pp. 78-81.
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II 281 (= M.Chr. 66, Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 20-50); P. Bon. 21 (?, Ist century
B.C.); P. Coll. Youtie 124 (c¢f. BL VII 37, Arsinoites, A.D. 121/22); SB XVI
12627 (Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 127/8); PSI V 463 (Arsinoites, A.D. 157-160); PSI
X 1104 (cf. BL VIII 406, Fayum, A.D. 175); P. Heid. 1 13 (237) (c¢f. BL V 43,
Theadelpheia, 2nd century A.D.); SB XIV 11392 frg (Bacchias, 2nd century
A.D.); P. Tebt. 11 334 (Tebtynis, A.D. 200/201); SB XVI 12505 (Lykopolis,
A.D. 221); PSI VIII 893 (Arsinoites, A.D. 315); SB XII 11221 (Panopolis,
A.D. 329); P. Oxy. LI 3770 (Oxyrhynchos, 334 B.C.); P. Harr. 11 218 frg
(Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 350); P. Cair. Preis. 2 and 3 (Hermopolis, A.D. 362); P.
Lond. V 1651 (Hermopolis, A.D. 363); PSI VIII 944 (c¢f. BL V 125, VIII 403,
?, A.D. 364-366); P. Lips. 39 (c¢f. BL VIII 170-171, M.Chr. 127, Hermopolis,
A.D. 390); PSI'141 (Antinoe, 4th century A.D.); P. Oxy. L 3581 (Oxyrhyn-
chos, 4th/5th century A.D.); PSTIX 1075 (Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 458).

(11) procedural affairs

SB III 72677 (c¢f. BL VII 192, Upper Egypt, 226 B.C. letter mentioning a ovy-
ypa(pﬁ ovvokiaiov); P. Mert. 11 59 (¢f. BL VII 104, Krokodilopolis, 154-143
B.C. extrajudicial settlement); P. Tor. (= M.Chr. 29, UPZ 1 118, Memphis, 147
B.C.); BGU VIII 1825 (Herakleopolites, 59/8 or 55/4 B.C. petition to avoid the
issue of court decision enforceable on mortgaged land); BGU VIII 1826
(Herakleopolites, 52/51 B.C. enforcement of court decision); BGU VIII 1827
(cf. BL VI 18, Herakleopolites, 52/51 B.C. enforcement of court decision);
BGU VIII 1845 (Herakleopolites, 51-49 B.C. enforcing previous court
decision?); P. Oxy. I1 268 (= M.Chr. 299, Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 58 settlement
after the death of the husband); SB XII 10887 frg (Fayum, A.D. 119-138 return
of dowry); P. Coll. Youtie 11 67 (cf. BL VIII 885, Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 260/261
return of dowry); P. Oxy. VI 903 (= CPJ 11l 457d, Oxyrhynchos, 4th century
A.D. affidavit); P. Lips. 41 (c¢f. BL VII 79, VIII 171, M.Chr. 300, Hermopolis,
4th century A.D. affidavit?); P. Flor. 136 (= P. Sakaon 38, Theadelpheia, 4th
century A.D. petition aiming to safeguard agreement concerning the payment
of dowry).

(111) marriage agreements

(in addition to those mentioned by Montevecchi [1936], pp. 4-6, and [1973],
pp- 204-205]): SB XII 11053 (Tholthis, 267 B.C. ?); P. Hib. 11 208 (?, 270-250
B.C.); SB VI 8974 (Abusir el-Melek, beginning 1st century B.C.); P. IFAO 113
(Oxyrhynchos, 23 B.C.); P. Oxy. XLIX 3487 (Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 65); P. Oxy.
IT 372 descr. (Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 74/5); SB XIV 11846 (= P. Oxy. 371 descr.,
Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 97); P. Strasb. IX 807 (Arsinoites, A.D. 98-117);
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P. Strasb. VIII 764 (Arsinoites, A.D. 109/ 110); SB XII 10924 (Theadelpheia,
A.D. 114); P. Yadin 1 18 (?, A.D. 128); P. Yadin 1 37 (?, A.D. 131); SB VI
9353 (2, A.D. 140); P. Mich. XV 700 (Karanis, A.D. 143); P. IFAO 30 (Arsi-
noites, A.D. 138-160); P. Oxy. XLIX 3491 (Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 157/8); SB
XVI 12334 (Philadelphia, late 2nd century A.D.); SB VI 9264 (Tebtynis, 2nd
century A.D.); P. IFAO 111 5 (Oxyrhynchos, 2nd century A.D.); P. Strasb. V1
533 (2, 2nd century A.D.); P. Strasb. VII 668 (?, 2nd century A.D.); P. Amst. 1
38 (2, 2nd century A.D.); SB VI 9372 (Oxyrhynchos, 2nd century A.D.); PSI V
450 (?, 2nd/3rd century A.D.); P. Col. VIII 227 (?, 2nd/3rd century A.D.); P.
Hamb. TII 220 (Arsinoites, A.D. 223-234); P. Oxy. XLIX 3500 (Oxyrhynchos,
3rd century A.D.); SB V 8013 (Arsinoites, A.D. 363); SB XVIII 13886 (Oxy-
rhynchos, A.D. 489/490); SB XII 11075 (Oxyrhynchos, first half of 5th century
A.D.); BGU XIII 2328 (?, mid 5th century A.D.); SB VI 8986 (Apollonopolis
Magna, A.D. 640/1).

(iv) divorce agreements

(in addition to those mentioned by Montevecchi [1936], p. 20, and [1973], p.
206): P. Oxy. Hels. 35 (c¢f. BL VIII 274, Oxyrhynchos, A.D. 151); P. Tebt. 11
460 descr. (Tebtynis, A.D. 138-161); P. Flor. 1 24 (Arsinoe, 2nd century
A.D.); SB XIV 11891 (Arsinoites, 2nd century A.D.); P. Amst. 1 38 (?, 2nd
century A.D.); P. Oxy. XLIII 3139 (Oxyrhynchos, 3rd/4th century A.D.); BGU
XII 2203 (Hermopolis, A.D. 571); SB XIV 12043 frg (?, 6th century A.D.); P.
Cair. inv. 3733 (22) frg (= A. H. Hassanein, The edition of unpublished Greek
papyrus documents, Diss. Thessaloniki 1979, Hermopolis, 6th century A.D.);
SPP 111 405 frg (Herakleopolites, 6th/7th century A.D.).

v) miscellanea

P. Fay. 22 (= M.Chr. 291, BL VIII 121, Ptolemais, 1st century B.C. psephisma
regarding registration of marriage and divorce acts?); SB V 8010 (Alexandria,
Ist century A.D. appointment of guardian), P. Mert. I1 72 [PS] X 1116]
(Tebtynis, A.D. 162); P. Oxy. 11 237 (c¢f. BL VI 95, VIII 233, Oxyrhynchos,
A.D. 186 petition of Dionysia); P. Oxy. XII 1473 (cf. BL VI 102, Oxyrhynchos,
A.D. 201 remarriage contract); P. Cairo Masp. 111 67295 (Antinoopolis, A.D.
491-493 affidavit); P. Cairo Masp. 1 67092 (cf. BL VII 34, Aphrodito, A.D.
553); P. Lond.-V 1725 (= P. Mon. 3, Syene, A.D. 580 acknowledgement of
debt from dowry); P. Lond. V 1731 (Syene, A.D. 585 receipt/acknowledge-
ment of an amount of money [dowry?]); P. Cairo Masp. 1 67088 (?, Aphro-
dito); P. Cairo Masp. 167005 (?, Antinoe); P. Amst. 140 (?, ? return of dowry).
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Before proceeding with the examination of these petitions® it seems to me
necessary to review briefly what may be called divorce clauses in marriage
agreements (under B) and the particular terms of the divorce agreements
(under C). Finally, I will elaborate on the kind of complaints addressed to
different officials and their significance to our understanding of separation
(under D). This examination will enable us to put the facts into a legal and so-
cial perspective indispensable to understand the importance of these petitions.
It will also help to establish what was socially expected behaviour through the
contrastive analysis of, on the one hand, conduct sanctioned in the marriage
agreements and, on the other hand, the disputes developed among ordinary
couples in their everyday life as unfolded in the petitions.

B. DIVORCE CLAUSES
IN MARRIAGE AGREEMENTS?

In the marriage instruments a set of expected rules of behaviour for both
spouses is designated and accompanied by sanctions of pecuniary character.
According to the earliest marriage agreement (P. Eleph. 1, 311/10 B.C.), the
husband had to provide whatever befits a free woman (mapexérw d¢ "Hpa-
KAedns Anuntpiar 6oa mpoorkel yvvaiki eNevlépar mavTa), not to have
child(ren) from other woman (und¢ Texvomotelofar €€ dAANs yvvaikds), not to
have a concubine (u7 é£éoTw d¢ “‘Hpaxheldn yvvaikav GAAy émeiaayeobar
€¢’ UPBper Anuntpias), and, finally, not to maltreat his wife (unde kaxoTey-
vetv). The wife was expected to avoid anything that could bring shame on her
husband (eiav O¢ Ti kakoTexvodoa alioknTal €ml aioxvwn Tod avdpos "Hpa-
kAeidov). These clauses did not alter radically in the course of the next centur-
ies; some documents contain a more detailed description of the wife’s duties as
in P. Tebt. 1 104, 13-15: ["Elorw 0¢ "AmoA\wvia mlalpa Pilickor mebap-
xoboa aldlrée ws mpoailkdly éorw yvvaika davdpds, kvpli)evovaalv) per’
avTod KowfdL TV vmapXovTwy avTols ...; 27-30: Kara Ta adra d¢ unde
"AmoN\wviar é£éaTw amokoirov unlde] dpruepor yiveohar amo tis Pihio-
kov otkias dvev Ths Phiokov yvwlulns, und aAlwli] avdplil cvvetvar, pnde
POelilpew Tov Kowov oikov, unde aloyvveabla] Pikiokov Saa péper avdpl

8 For a “formulaic” study see A. b1 BIToNTO, ‘Le petizioni al re” Aegyptus 47, 1967,
pp. 5-57 and ‘Le petizioni al funzionari nel periodo tolemaico’ Aegyptus 48, 1968, pp.
54-56.

9 See TAUBENSCHLAG (1955), pp- 120-121 and for the Byzantine period BEAaucamp
(1990-92), 11, pp. 83-89).
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atoyvvny.10 Thus the sanctioned conduct consisted of prohibitions and duties
which can be classified into three broad categories: (i) those concerned with the
provision of material goods to a married woman according to the means of the
husband, (ii) those envisaging the preservation of fidelity and erotic exclusivity
of both spouses, although there is a differentiation of the imposed prohibition;
the husband is banned from another marriage, to have a concubine, or
child(ren), whereas the wife is restricted into the house, and (iii) those prescrib-
ing respect for the personality of the woman and especially for her property
and personal rights. Modrzejewski (1984), p. 251, claims that these stipulations
are not more than “clauses morales”. However, in most of the documents any
violation of these clauses is followed either by the immediate restitution of the
dowry, in case the husband repudiates his spouse and if he fails to return it in
the prescribed period he has to pay 50% more, or loss of the dowry, when the
wife initiates the separation. Clearly they had a normative power in the sense
that they were illustrating what was expected from the spouses and they were
enforced by penalties. They cannot be considered as grounds for divorce in a
modern technical sense, but can be regarded, at least, as a kind of quasi-legal
contractual norms, whose lack will render possible and justify abandonment or
elopement and thus the eventual breaking of marriage.!! It is impossible to

10 Similarly see P. Freib. III 30 (179/8 B.C.), P. Giss. 2 (173 B.C.), P. Gen. 21 (=
M.Chr. 284, 2nd century B.C.), P. Tebt. 11 386 (12 B.C.) and in the Alexandrian ovy-
xwproets of the 1st century B.C. (BGU IV 1050, 1051, 1052, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101)
but not in the cvyypagal TpopiTides from Tebtynis. For the contracts from Oxyrhyn-
chos see Kutzner (1989), pp. 29-34. In documents from our era a more concise for-
mulation is observed as in M.Chr. 289, 11-14: SvpBovTwoar ovv aAAjAots oi ya-
podvres 6 7€ "loildwpos kal 7] Oaioapiov dpéuntws Tod "Todwpov [élmiyopnyodly-
7os] a7 Ta déovTa wavTa kal TOV ipaTiopov kal Ta dANa 8oa kabikel yuvaikl
yauerit kata dvvauw [rod Biov klal adrfs 8¢ Ths Oaioapiov dueumrov kal
akatnyopnlrov éavrny maplexouévny év tH cvpBidoet and similarly in BGU IV
1045, 17-21 and P. Strasb. 111 131, 12-14. The marriage instruments of the early By-
zantine era are morally coloured and reflect the imperial legislation about the reasons
for divorce ( P. Lond. V 1711, 26-40: [unre] [ékBaA]ew e ék Tod éuod avvokeaiolv]
mapekTos Aoylov moplvias] kal laioypds mpalews kal coparikis draéias dmoldlery-
Olnlooulévns and similarly in P. Cairo Masp. 1 67006). P. Lond. VII 1976, 6-11 and
17-20 (253 B.C.), a request of a mother whose daughter was deceived by an already
married man with children and followed him, proves that these terms were not a mere
formality.

11 Compare for example P. Oxy. II 281, 16-20: 0D diéAetmey KaKovX®V M€ Kal
VBpLCwy Kkal Tas xelpas émdépwy kal TOV dvaykaiwy évdefi kabioras, with P. Tebt. 1
104, 22-23: und” éyBariew unde vBlpillelly unde kaxovyelv adriy unde TéV
vTapyovTwy unbev é€allotlplioty ém’ adikiar Tt * AmoAwvriac. In this respect see
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understand otherwise the insistence of the petitioners on proving violation of
these norms by the fleeing spouse. 2

C. RESULTS OF DIVORCE AGREEMENTS!3

The dissolution of marriage was a de facto situation, a fait accompli, as was the
marriage itself, rather than the outcome of the decision of another person with
constitutive power.!4 Divorce agreements most often acknowledge the receipt
of the dowry by its original provider or his legitimate successor (as in BGU
1104, 6-7) and designate the obligations of the ex-spouses in the future. These
obligations can be divided into three categories: !5

— personal, concerning the declaration of divorce (P. Lips. 27, 14-15: ovv-
fpabar v wpPos aAAnAovs cvvBiwaw and similarly BGU IV 1104, 6-7;
975, 15-16; P. Mil. Vogl. 11 85, 9-10; P. Lond. V 1712, 10) and annulment
of the marriage agreement (P. Fam. Tebt. 13, 28-29: axlpwv dvTwy wv
éxovot ot 0vo Avaipaxos kal Kaorwp aAAqAwv xipoypadwy and similar-
ly BGU 1V 1104, 14-15; P. Oxy. 11 266, 14-16; P. Lips. 27, 19; P. Mil.
Vogl. 11 185, 17, whereas in P. Oxy. Hels. 35, 20-21: [tqv d¢ amollvynv

J. Mobrzejewskl, ‘La notion d’injustice dans les papyrus grecs’, lura 10, 1959, pp.-67-
85 and especially pp. 78-79 where he claims that the failure of the husband to provide
for his wife is considered as injustice not because of any law but “parce que, dans son
groupe, pareil comportement est blamable, vu la structure et la fonction sociales du
mariage a cet époque et a cet endroit”.

12 See, for example, SB XIV 11392 6 9 eyPalow pe ék Tis OLKLaS‘jLeTa TOV TéK-
vwv pov Bacrafavta mavTa Ta €U THL OLKLG.L P. Tebt. 11 334, 8-9: ¢£ 0¥ kal (e)muBo—
[7romo*apmv maldia BUO u[ 1€ €xovga KaTa vody a)\)\ov P. Oxy. 11281, 9-14: eyw ey
oV emﬁefap.evn adTOY GLS‘ TQ TOV yovewv KOV 0LKNTTPLE ANELTOV wavre)\ws ovm
aveyx)\n'rov epa‘rnv ev aTaceL 7Tap€LXOp,T]U and P. Oxy. 11 282, 6-8: kall élyw pev odv
ewexopnyncra avTiit Ta €€ kal Vep dvvauLy.

3 See TAUBENSCHLAG (1955), pp. 121-25 and SeL (1973), pp. 219. For the Byzan-
tine “liquidations de la situation matrimoniale”” see BEAucamp (1990-92), I, pp. 89-91
and 139-158.

14 For the declaratory character of the divorce agreements see LEvy (1925), p. 111,
ERrRDMAN (1941), p. 49, MobrzeIEwsKI (1961), p. 177, RupprecHT (1971), p. 45). For
their private character see ERDMANN (1941), p. 45. Note the close analogies of these di-
vorce agreements with the private separation deeds of early modern England discussed
by StonE (1990), pp. 153ff, in respect of economic and personal freedom, as well as
immunity from litigation.

15 See ERDMANN (1941), pp. 46-48 and RupprecHT (1971), pp. 45-51.
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70D yapov avlrobev kvpiav elvat]: P. Dura 31, 20-24 and P. Lond. V
1712, 24 the divorce agreement is declared valid and the clause of annul-
ment is missing), the freedom to administer their own affairs as they like
(P. Mil. Vogl. TI1 184, 19-20: kai é€elvar éxatépwi adTdY T0 kab éavTov
olkovopiv ws €av aipfiTar; and similarly P. Mil. Vogl. 111 185, 18; 11 85, 10-
12; SB VIII 9740, 15-16; PSI VIII 921, 29; P. Fam. Tebt. 13, 13-14; P.
Dura 31, 13-14), and the right to remarry (BGU IV 1102, 30-34: kai é¢-
etvar TH pev "AmoAAwviat aAwt avdpt kal T d¢ ‘Epuoyéver eTépar yu-
vaikl aupoTépots dvvmevdivois ovaww, and similarly BGU IV 1104, 22-25;
P. Mil. Vogl. 11 85, 12-14; PSI VIII 921, 30; P. Oxy. Hels. 35, 42-45; P.
Oxy. V1906, 7-8; P. Dura 31, 13-16; P. Lond. V 1712, 17-19);

— property related, concerning the return of the dowry (SB VIII 9740, 18-
20:*Appodioia de améxew mapa [IroNepaiov nv mpoonréykavto peprny
XPUOLKNY Kal apyvplkny kal mapagepva mavtota and similarly P. Freib.
III 29a, 13-15; BGU 1V 1102, 14-17; 975, 20-22; P. Oxy. Hels. 35, 13-19).
It should be noted that this clause was included only when the dowry was
refunded in full; in P. Mil. Vogl. 11 85, 14-21, for example, an explicit obli-
gation to return the dowry in the next sixty days!© is agreed, which implies
that the separation was initiated by the wife. In this case, the actual return
of the dowry was confirmed with the issue of a receipt.!”

— procedural, concerning the mutual resignation of the spouses from any
legal remedy in view of property or any other aspect (PSI VIII 921, 30-31:
kal undev aAAnAous évkaelv mepl undevos TV eis T cuuBiwaty dvn-
KOVTwp nO€ unp Tept AAAOV undevos AmADS TPAYMATOS HEXPL THS €veT-

16 The explanation for this extraordinary period for restituting the dowry cannot be
found in the endogamous character of these unions as MoNTEVECCHI (1936), p. 77 has
suggested. The exceptional period appears in the following documents: SB VI 9264;
9353 and possibly 8974, 10; P. Oxy. II1 497 and 603; VI 905; X 1273 and XLIX 3491;
P. Mil. Vogl. I1 71 and 85; P. IFAO 130; M.Chr. 284; P. Mich. V 340, PSI X 1115;
from these only in P. Mil. Vogl. 11 85 and PSI X 1115 the spouses are siblings. A
similarly prolonged period of return is stipulated in P. Oxy. III 496:13-14; in case the
wife deceases before her husband he has to restitute the dowry in 60 days. In SB VI
9065, 10 an equally extended period is provided to the brother of the deceased hus-
band, by virtue of will, to refund the dowry in case the dead person’s daughter dies
before his wife. Therefore, an alternative interpretation should take into account that in
most of the cases the extended return period is connected with separation initiated by
the wife (SB VI 9264; P. Oxy. II1 497; P. Mil. Vogl. I1 71; P. IFAO 30; P. Mich. V 340
and M.Chr. 284). In addition, some of these dowries rise to substantial amounts. In
these cases a longer period was provided due to no-fault behaviour of the husband.

17 For example see CPR XVIII 9 of the year 232 B.C. from Theogonis.
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Twons Nuépas, and similarly P. Freib. 11 29a, 18-19; BGU 1V 1102, 23-31;

975, 18-20; P. Mil. Vogl. 11 85, 23-30; P. Oxy. Hels. 35, 21-24 and 30-36;

P. Dura 31, 16-20 and P. Lond. V 1712, 12-17).
In short, then, divorce was a strictly private affair regulated on the basis of the
original marriage agreement with significant implications on the personal status
of the spouses, their property relations and their procedural immunity against
claims concerning their marital life. Any transgression of these obligations may
have resulted in paying a fine as it seems to be the case in BGU IV 1103, 27-
29: €71 kal évéxeabal Tov TapaSBaivovTa Tols Te BAaBeot kal TAL WPLTUEVWL
TPOTTIUL.

D. PETITIONS

Usually the petitions include complaints both for personal and property-related
affairs. The distinction is made for methodological reasons, in order to faci-
litate the exposition of particular aspects of these petitions. To my knowledge
there is no instance of a complaint about procedural matters arising from in-
fringement of the corresponding clause in divorce agreements. However, pro-
cedural matters are often interwoven with property affairs as in SB XVI 12687,
11-13: éNOowv kat’ éuod déldwkel mpooayyehiav OL..... lpwt TéL apyid <vac.>
and possibly P. Mert. 59, 19. The petitions were submitted normally by one of
the spouses or more rarely by one of their surviving parents.!8

D.I. Complaints concerning property relations

The main complaints addressed to the local official concern appropriation and
squander of the dowry by the husband (P. Oxy. I 281, 14-15: 6 d¢ Sapamiwy
KaTaxpnoauevos ThL pepvi eis ov €30vAeTo Aéyov) or the non-return of it
(BGU VIII 1820, 10-11: [ovde mqv] Tis pepviis amodoow melmoinTarl). Some
even more “inventive” husbands did proceed to sell some items included in the
dowry, as in PSI IX 1075, 5-6: amep €dvvnbny émyvdval €k Ths dampacews
TV T€ TPOOLKWLWY oV kal ToD ¢boplov €dvov or in another case when the

I8 Petitions submitted by husbands: P. Oxy. I 282; P. Heid. I 13; PSI VIII 893; P.
Cairo Preis. 2 and 3; SB XVI 12505 and 12627; P. Lond. V 1651 and possibly P. Tebt.
I 51; petitioner in P. Oxy. L1 3770 is the wife’s mother while in SB XII 11221 the
father and guardian of the wife lodged the complaint. The remaining petitions were
submitted by the wives themselves. B. ANAGNosTOU-CANAS, ‘La femme devant la jus-
tice provinciale dans I’Egypte romaine’, RHD 62, 1984, pp. 337-60 provides a general
discussion of cases of women appearing in courts of justice as plaintiffs and/or
defendants.
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husband failed to do so (P. Tebt. 111 776, 15-23: 6 éykalovuevos BovAopevos
€ ATOTTEPETL €wS JUEV TIPOTTOPEVOUEDOS EVL KAL EKATTWL TGV €K THjs avTHs
kauns NBovAeTo adTiy é£alloTpLdaal, TOVTWY O 0VX VTOUEVOVTWY EVeKa
T0D U7 cuvemike\evew €ué), he attempted to use them as security for various
payments (23-25: pera TabTa éfelpyaddar Tod dodval év dieyyvipatt vIEp
‘Hpak\eldov TeAwvov eis 70 Bacthikor). In BGU VIII 1848, the husband of
Dionysia asked his father to liquidate his house and his plot of land
(celonuayke ¢ TdL TaTpl avTod O’ €MOTONTS €KKepuaTioAVTA TNV OlKiAY
adTod kal TOv kAfjpov) on which probably any enforceable decision would
have to rely for satisfaction of the wife’s claims.

In these cases the requested intervention is limited to the restitution of the
dowry (e. g. BGU VIII 1848, 26-30: 4o éav paivnrar cvvralal peTaméu-
Vaofar adTov éml o€ kal cvvavaykaoal amododral ot €ls TG avaykaia TIY
Peprn, W @i avTelAnuuévne) in one case increased by 50% (P. Oxy. 11 281,
23-28: w0 aid ovvrdéal kataoThoar avToY €Tl o€ Omws €mavaykacdi
auvexduevos amododvar [ull pow T [Ppleprmy avv Huiohiar).!? It seems that
the requested remedy was not intended to exhaust all the available legal means
and an explicit reservation for exercising their full rights was made (P. Oxy. II
281, 28-30: T@lv] pev yap aAkwv Tév [GvTwr Tpos avrov] avréxoplar kai
avBé€opat] and similarly P. Oxy. 11282, 18-21).

D.II. Complaints concerning personal relations

Complaints concerning harassment come exclusively from women.20 Usually
it was men who abused, physically and verbally, their wives, (BGU IV 1105,
14-21: [‘O d¢] dtaBarNopevos *AakAnmadns émell élvéaive dia Ths ocupBiw-
oews lalmo undevos karaypnoauevos Tols mpokelpévors kakovyias (sic!) pe
kai kaBvBpile kal Tas Xelpas EmMpépwy XpAiTal ws 0vdE apyvpwrNTWL) eX-
pelled them from their houses, and some deprived them of the necessary means
for survival (BGU VIII 1820, 7-10: é£éBalé e [é]k T7s oikials 008 émri Tat-
T fipkeoTar 0vdelv pow mapéaye T@ly dedvTwy kal ipaTioudy, P. Oxy. 11
281, 16-20: o0 diéherer kakovX@v e Kal VBpilwr Kal Tas Xeipas emipépwy
Kal T&Y avaykaiwv évdens kabioTas and PSI 463, 9). In some cases, husbands
used excessive force as the following two examples reveal; in P. Oxy. L 3581

19 ‘HutoAla clauses appear as penalties in marriage instruments of Ptolemaic and
early Roman period (M.Chr. 284, 8-9 and 12-14; M.Chr. 286, 16-17; M.Chr. 287, 9)
when the husband fails to return the dowry by the agreed period of time.

20 For any kind of violence by or against women see KuntzeL (1989), pp. 106-107.
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Aurelia Atteiaene complains2! that Paulos, her husband, has abandoned her
and his daughter and lived with another woman (7-8: kaTaAeiTwy pe peTa Kal
Tis vymias Guyatpos ... cvvidev [€lTépar yvvaikel kal elacev pe xnpedov-
oav); later he returned and agreed to live together with his wife, because other-
wise he would have to pay a fine and his father provided surety for it.22 But as
soon as he came back the situation for the woman was worse than before (11-
15: kai eloayayoboa avrov [eis] Tlolv Huérepov oikov xipova Tév mpwbTwW
avTod opaluatwr emexeipnoer diampalacbar katadpovioas Tis dppavias
MOV 0D UOVOV OTL EPTUWOLY ELPYATATO KATA TOD 0IKOV OV GAAA KAl OTPa.-
TIWTOY EMEEVEVTAVTWY TOL OlKWL MOV GTETVANTEY AVTOVS KAl AUEXWPNTEV
kai UBpLs kal (uias VméTTNY dxXpLs ol cvvXwpnaovaiv pot 7o (fv). However,
the abuse did not end there, because after the dispatch of a “repudium” Paulos
abducted and confined her in his house, and when she became pregnant he
abandoned her once more, threatening to stir up malice against her. A case of
physical abuse is preserved as well in P. Lips. 39, 9-13: [ulelra] 10 dobev
avTde purovdiov [Olm éuod pera [ryly yevloluévny perald Huov diahvow
elicélppnoer éavrov eis Ty éun éotiav, [ws] év BapBdpois map’ odvdev
[y€tlrar Tqv 16V vopwy émaTpépeliav] Tias pe [avleAeds, khdloals kal
XELpav pov »s Kal Ta DTWTLa €Xw dp’ GAwY TGV ...

It seems that in petitions from Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt abuse is
reported always in the same manner (ékBaAAew, kakovyeiv, vBpiew) in the
context of wider property-related contention and therefore there is no recourse
or request to a separate legal remedy. Settlement of property affairs implies the
end of the dispute and seemingly satisfaction for the abuse which has occured.
The situation seems to be quite different in documents from the early Byzan-
tine period. In particular, although in some of them abuse is reported together
with appropriation of dowry, there are two documents (P. Oxy. L 3581, P. Lips.
41) recording almost exclusively personal harassment of the wife. Whereas the
requested action of the official is lost in P. Lips. 41, the petitioner in P. Oxy. L
3581, 21-23 asks the tribune of Oxyrhynchus to secure the payment of the two
ounces of gold and any other damages caused according to the agreement the
spouses have earlier signed. Although a satisfactory explanation of this shift

21 For the substantially different style of petitions from the Byzantine era see A. B.
KoveLman, ‘From Logos to Mythos: Egyptian Petitions of the 5th-7th centuries’ BASP
28, 1991, pp. 135-52.

22 Similar provision is agreed in P. Lond. V 1711 (lines 66-68: wpoaopo)\oyw av're
Eyw 0 [W]p[oyey]p[ap.yevos yap.eT]ns "Qpovwyxis, ;u] dvvaabal )uer're KaLpdL 7 Xpo-
Vol eveyxew a)\)\oﬁawas yvvaikas €mavw Tis éufis éevbépas el d¢ TodTo mpalw
émdwow 10 avTO TpooTiov) of the year A.D. 570 from Antinoopolis.
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may be elusive, the change in the dominant perception of marriage may be one
of the reasons. What is important is that even in these cases where seemingly
no damage to any property occurred, the requested action did not aim at the
restitution of any personal situation or at restoring the marital link, but at the
enforcement of an existing agreement in pecuniary terms.

In some petitions (BGU VIII 1848, 11-12; P. Heid. 1 13 (237), 15-16; SB
XII 11221, 5; SB XIV 11392, 6-7 possibly SB XVI 12627; P. Oxy. L1 3770, 6-
7) there is an explicit mention of the fact that the deserted spouse had to take
care of and provide for their children; what rarely arises in these petitions is a
dispute about the custody of children. Two possible explanation(s) can be
traced, (i) the widespread phenomenon of child-exposure (e.g. BGU 1104, 23-
24), and (ii) custody conferred on the father up to a certain age either in
marriage instruments23 (P. Oxy. 111 496, 1273, 267 and 603 and M.Chr. 297)
or in divorce agreements (P. Oxy. Hels. 35, 36-42 and P. Oxy. V1906, 5-7).

D.III. Applications against women

The only petitions submitted by men24 concern property complaints; women
have deserted their husbands taking away property belonging to them (P. Oxy
I1 282, 9-13: 7 ¢ a)\)\orpta ¢pov77zrao’a 7779 KOLV‘I]S‘ O"UIJ.BLUJ[O'EO)S‘] Kata
méplals é£7IAO]e kal awnve(y)xamo TG NETEPA wv TO kab™ €v vToKeLTaL, P.
Heid. 113 (237), 3-9: ‘H quvodaod pow yorip [, €€ 7ls kal émadomoinaa, aA-
AoTpua pplovioaca Tils wpos pe crvaLa'xrews‘ evkatpia [ ] .... v pov e£RNGE
pov s oikilas mpol unrow dixa tis kakovuévns aml I. v Baoralacals} T
Te €avtis kal mAeloTa Tlov 7lueTépwr and SB XVI 12505, 9-11 in which the
wife sold some common property and fled) although in some cases husbands
provided even more than their resources allowed. In P. Lond. V 1651, 6-10 the
wife of the deserted husband not only deprived him from goods but also took
with her documents concerning a plot of land. As expected, what usually was
requested was return of the stolen property (P. Oxy. 11 282, 14-18: di0 a«ftw
ax[@]nval, Tavm [élm o€ 6mws TOXNL wv Tpoalkel] kal amodde po Ta Mué-
Tepa) or in the case of P. Lond. V 1651, 16-20 the safe return and deposit of
these documents. However, a question remains over the legal ground of the

23 See S. Apam, ‘La femme enceinte dans les papyrus’ [in:] F. J. F. Nigto (ed.) Sym-
posion 1982 (Santander 1-4. 09. 1982), Ko6ln 1989, pp. 195-203. In the 6th century Jus-
tinian with his Novella 117 (A.D. 542) will regulate the question of children’s
guardianship in case of divorce.

24 Beaucamp (1990-92), 11, p. 155 rightly points out that “dans I’ensemble des récits
de divorce, le phénomene qui se dégage le plus clairement est la passivité feminine”.
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husbands’ claim in these cases; whereas wives had their claim of having their
dowry returned enshrined in the marriage contract, we are not particularly well
informed about husbands’ claims. Seidl (1975), pp. 236-238, argued that both
in the Gortynian law-code and in demotic contracts the fraudulent removal of
property by the wife is notstreated as theft but as something similar to the
Roman actio rerum amotarum. In the former the woman removing objects
belonging to her ex-husband had to pay a fine of five staters, while in the latter
a different term is used to distinguish it from theft. In Greek documents there is
no differentiation in the terms used to denote theft and removal of husband’s
property; in both cases amopépew (e. g. P. Oxy. II 282, 12), among others, is
used and we do not know of any particular penalty imposed on the wife. More-
over, the phraseology of the requested action is almost identical with the one in
petitions for theft.2> Therefore, there is no indication of husbands having a
remedy similar to the actio rerum amotarum, but they relied, for the recovery
of their property, principally on the provision for theft.

D.IV. Authorities

The range of officials to whom these petitions were addressed may seem be-
wildering. The time span of the examination and often recurring administrative
reforms give this impression. During the Ptolemaic rule some petitions were
addressed to the BaoiAevs (P. Enteux. 23, P. Sorbonne inv. 2402, SB XVI
12687) and some other to the orpa'rnyég (BGU VIII 1820, VIII 1848, and
possibly P. Cair. inv. 10331). Two cases deserve special mention: (a) P. Tebt.
IIT 776 which is addressed to the otkovouos, an official responsible for those
with tax obligations, because the husband of the petitioner has put her property
up as security for taxes owed and (b) the mutilated P. Tebr. I 51 addressed to
the kwpoypaupatevs, a local official with mainly arbitration authority. In the
Roman period the majority of the petitions were addressed to the oTpaTnyds
(SB XVI 12505, 12627, P. Oxy. 11 282, P. Coll. Youtie 24) asking for restitu-
tion of appropriated property. BGU IV 1105 preserves the appeal of Tryphaina
to the elcaywyevs [Tpwrapyos2® to arrange for the return of her dowry and to
secure a lawful €é€odos. P. Oxy. 11 281 is addressed to the apxtdikaoTis since
the marriage agreement between Syra and Sarapion was drafted as a cvyxwpn-

25 See TAUBENSCHLAG (1955), p. 457, P. Oxy. 11 282, 15-18 and P. Heid. I3 (237),
19-21.

26 5o H. J. WoLrr, Das Justizwesen der Ptolemder, Miinchen 1961, pp. 81-82.
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ous.27 In P. Tebt. 11 334 a deserted wife petitions the local ékaTovTapyos most
probably in order to investigate the whereabouts of her husband. In the early
Byzantine era petitions are addressed to a variety of officials (yeuwv [PSI
VIII 944, SB X1II 11221 and mention of a future petition in P. Lond. V 1651],
émapyos [PSI VIII 893], cwdikos [P. Oxy. LI 3770128 tpiBodvos [P. Oxy. L
35811,2° orparnyds [P. Lond. V 1651]). This variety possibly reflects the
confusion of the population and the erosion of trust in the judicial system .30 In
two cases petitions are addressed to officials with policing authority (puraptos
[P. Cair. Preis. 2 and 3] and vukTooTpatnyos [P. Lips. 39]).

What is important and crucial to understand is that spouses submitting
complaints do not ask for remedy for their broken relationship but for means to
redress personal and property-related affairs. Divorce lay in the private sphere,
an affair for the spouses to regulate.

D.V. The settlement of the dispute

Although there are more than two modes for settling a dispute,3! the available
documentation on marital disputes designates clearly two of them: arbitration
and adjudication. Certainly these two ways are, in a sense, privileged since they
require the issue of a written agreement, but they represent only the final stage

27 For the jurisdiction of the apxidikaoys see A. CALaBl, ‘L’ apxtdikaoTis nei
primi tre secoli della dominazione romana’, Aegyptus 32, 1952, pp. 406-424, with list
of apytdikacral on pp. 410-418. Calabi argues convincingly that the jurisdiction of
apytdikaois extends over all the disputes arising from documents drawn up as ocvy-
X@pnots. TAUBENSCHLAG (1955), p. 489 n. 64, thinks that the apyidikacTrs exercised
the function of an arbitrator at the request of the parties.

28 For the origin of the defensor civitatis (c0vdikos, ¢kdikos) see R. M. FRAKES,
‘Late Roman social justice and the origin of the defensor civitatis’ CJ 89, 1994, pp.
337-49. List of officials in B. KrRAMER, ‘Liste der Syndikoi, Ekdikoi and Defensores in
den Papyri Agyptens’ Miscellanea Papyrologica 19, 1990, pp. 305-29 and P. Oxy. LIV
3771 p. 203.

29 The title implies that he was a military officer with police authority. It is possible
that the petitioner addresses the tribune because of the earlier incident involving
soldiers.

30 Moreis (1983), pp. 367-370, notes this gradual decline already in the second
century A.D.

31 Anthropologists describe seven stages: “lumping”, avoidance, coercion, negotia-
tion, mediation, arbitration and finally adjudication. These concepts in the context of
the Greco-Roman Egypt are discussed by Hosson (1993), pp. 199-200 and more
recently in T. GAGos and P. VAN MINNEN, Settling a dispute. Toward a legal anthropo-
logy of late antique Egypt, Ann Arbor 1994, especially pp. 35-46.
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of the dispute;32 surely at earlier stages the involvement of family33 and friends
may have been greater, exercising pressure on both sides for a compromise.34

Arbitration may arise on the ground of provisions in the marriage agree-
ment, as in the earliest marriage document, P. Eleph. 1, 7-8: émdetéatw d¢
‘HpaxAeidns 611 av éykalfje Anunrpiar évavtiov avdpdy TpLdy, ovs av
dokipalwow auporepor and 10-11: elav dé Tv TodY TovTWY aAiocknTar "Hpa-
kAeldns kal émdelént AnunTpla évavtiov avdpdv TpLdY, ovs av dokiualwaow
auoTepoL.

Nevertheless, P. Mert. 59 preserves the extrajudicial settlement of a quite
complicated dispute between Asklapon and Antigona. Probably both sides have
sued each other on different grounds. A day before the hearing of the case, they
reached an agreement concerning the return of the dowry and the return of a
slave girl to Antigona. This settlement was submitted to and accepted by the
court of xpnuarioTal. Since only the decision of the court survives in this case
and SB XVI 12687 is fragmentary we cannot test the conclusion reached in the
study of other societies that judicial proceedings are initiated as a first step to
settlement.35

In the case of adjudication, the documentation is rather inadequate. During
the hearing of the case affidavits may have been submitted (e. g. P. Oxy. VI
903; P. Cairo Masp. 111 67295). There are a few examples of decisions of xp7-
patioTal with which they order the local aTpaTnyos to ensure the execution of
their decision; these were immediately enforceable by mpakTopes Eevikdpv
(BGU VIII 1826 and 1827) on the property of the defendant.

32 So Hoson (1993), p. 200.

33 See for example the letter, written on an ostrakon, of a wife complaining to her
brother and guardian about her husband’s conduct (SB VI 9271 of the 1st or 2nd cen-
tury A.D.). The vast number of private letters may preserve similar complaints and
mention of quarrels between spouses [illustrative is a letter of the third century A.D.
from a mother to her daughter (P. Mich. VIII 514, 17-19: fkovoa 6Tetl andiav me-
moinkes pera Tod avdpos cov xapw Tod marpos cov)] or the heartbreaking letter of a
deserted husband to his wife (P. Oxy. III 528 of the 2nd century A.D.); for a collection
of letters between husbands and wives see H. ZiLLiAcus, Zur Sprache griechischen Fa-
milienbriefe des 1ll. Jahrhunderts n. Chr., Helsinki 1950, p. 10. In addition, people
even “used” magic powers in order to initiate a separation (P. Oslo II 15 of the 2nd
century A.D.). Anthropological studies attest the intervention of kin in such circum-
stances in other societies; for early modern Andalusia see CASEY, ‘Household disputes
and the law in early modern Andalusia’ [in:] Bossy (1983) pp. 189-217.

34 See SB 14658.

35 See J. A. SuArPE, ‘»Such disagreement betwyx neighbours«: Litigation and
human relations in early modern England’ [in:] Bossy (1983), pp. 167-187.
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While in the Ptolemaic and Roman period the main concern was restitution
of dowry, in the Byzantine era there are some hints of a change in the requested
action; so in PSI IX 1075: kat Tomov pou dodvar wept Tod cvvoikeotov the
petitioner asks for the issue of a certificate about the continuing validity of the
marriage36 while in the affidavit preserved in P. Lips. 41, 15-16: Tovrwy yap
0UTw TEmpayuévwy €ikoTws MY kal N Tlod ylapov apulovial TéNedos] éoTal
the final statement seems to encapsulate the shift from attributing importance
to property to the marital link per se.

In brief, the majority of petitions was submitted by women claiming their
dowry (or part of it) which had been appropriated by their ex-husbands. These
women may have been abused, sometimes brutally. However, and most signifi-
cantly, they never asked that their marriage be dissolved. Their claims were
satisfied either with the actual return of the dowry or with the execution of a
court’s decision on the husband’s property. The marriage instrument was the
legal basis of any claim. Any complaint was brought, usually, to the oTpaTyn-
y0s, or taking into account particular circumstances, to the relevant official; in
the course of time we see that the confidence of the people in the administra-
tion of justice was eroded and individuals applied to the higher echelons of the
administration in the hope of a settlement.

[Oxford] Ilias Arnaoutoglou

36 ErpmanN (1941), pp. 56-7 claims that this phrase does not refer to the restoration
of the marriage but to the satisfaction of the claimant if her case is accepted. However,
the word Tv7ros in early Byzantine Egypt designates a decision taken by judicial autho-
rities. According to TAUBENSCHLAG (1955), p. 494, such Timo. were passed by the mun-
cipal proximi, who acted as police officers. Cf. PSI VIII 876, 15-16; SB IV 7449; VI
9239.



