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1. PROLOGUE

The object of the present study is to present a hypothesis on the
function of one of the most celebrated and researched papyri of

Roman Egypt, the so-called Petition of Dionysia, P. Oxy. II 237 – hereinafter
referred to as P. Dionysia.1 I am presenting these results ahead of the

   * The ideas here presented are fruit of the research financed by the Opus 14 research
project granted by the Polish National Centre for Research, no. 2017/27/B/HS3/01350:
How to Apply Law in Egypt? A Practical Guide for the Roman Judge: A Case-study of P. Oxy. II
237 and Other Papyrological Evidence on Legal Pluralism in the Roman Times. I have profited
much from the discussions we have been having in our research team, as well as from the
critiques of the first presentations of this hypothesis as various scientific fora including
the 30th Papyrological Congress in Paris in 2022, and the 76th session of Société interna-
tionale Fernand De Visscher pour l’histoire des droits de l’antiquité in Helsinki 2023. The
re-publication of P. Oxy. II 237, which we would like to refer to as P. Dionysia, is scheduled
to the early 2026.
      I owe a debt of gratitude to Derek Scally (Berlin), who has corrected my English, and
to the anonymous reviewer, who has saved me from a few patent errors.
      The translations, unless otherwise indicated, are mine.
    1 Citing all the relevant literature on this piece would be impossible, and futile in this
place. Let me just then limit to the most recent ones, also published in this Journal; see
thus, with references to the earlier studies: Alonso 2023a; Kreuzsaler 2008; Kreuz -
saler & Urbanik 2008; Platschek 2015, Dolganov 2019; Urbanik 2016 and 2024.
What calls for attention, however, is that since its publication, the study of P. Oxy. II 237 has
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imminent publication of the new edition of the papyrus, fruit of the joint
effort of the team composed of José Luis Alonso, Constantinos Balamo-
shev, and myself, in hope for the critique of the Readership, which would
allow their revision in the book. 

*
One the most spectacular results of our work is the recovery of the appar-
ent beginning of the petition of Dionysia, viz. the address to the reigning
prefect, Pomponius Faustianus.2 This discovery, however, poses even
more questions than before about the aim of the document, traditionally
interpreted as the Dionysia’s libellus to the prefect of Egypt. Such reading
was already slightly problematic before, since the hitherto canonical text
lacked the typical signature of the petitioner (unless one assumed it to
have been placed in column ix, left unpublished, too, by Grenfell and
Hunt). We have a confirmation now that this cannot have been the case.
The placement of the address, located in lines 5–6 of column i, of which
at least twenty-five lines are missing, obviously does not correspond to
the beginning of the original page, the place in which one would naturally
expect a petition to start. The matter would be even more complex, if we
assumed that the scroll continued beyond what is now marked as column i,
yet in all likelihood it was not the case (see further, pp. 256–257). 

What was the original form of P. Dionysia then? Was its function pri-
mary, or secondary, that is was the papyrus proper used in a judicial pro-
cedure, or was the extant text posteriorly copied for some reason? The
latter is possible, yet seemingly less likely. It is hard to imagine that some-
one would have wanted to keep such a long text, filled with details irrel-

been quite fragmented: various authors have dedicated their attention to selected aspects of
intricate story the papyrus presents us with – and I have not been immune to this tendency.
   2 The newly established text, the reading of which is mostly due to C. Balamoshev’s skill,
is available online at <www.dionysia.wpia.uw.edu.pl>. The relevant lines (transcribed by
Balamoshev) are:
          [25–28 ll. missing]
    5    [±? ]ε `σ`τ `[ ±5 ] $οµπ 2ων)*
    6    [+αυστιαν/ 0π1ρχ* 45γ7πτου ±? ] π 2α`ρ `8 9ι 1ο `[νυ]σ)α: ` [;]αιρ `<µ `[ο]νο: τ `ο=
    7    [+αν)ου µητρ?: ±? ] @2γ4[εµA]ν ` κ`7ριε [0]0[00]00000ε `ιν 0ν

www.dionysia.wpia.uw.edu.pl
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evant for anyone who was not personally involved in the matter; making
such a copy, fashioned in all probability by a professional scribe, would be
too absorbing and costly.

It is unlikely, too, that Dionysia’s plea was part of a collection of cases
– and so that the hypothetical preceding lines reported another instance,
unrelated to this of Dionysia herself but thematically connected to her
legal troubles. Such compendia were concocted perhaps for educational
purposes or in preparation of legal argument for a trial, or both.3 Yet,
P. Dionysia is in fact dissimilar to this genre of texts, since the assemblages
of this type report only the essentials of each case. Frequently they are
limited to the mere decision of the judge, sometimes preceded by the
most relevant parts of the trial-minutes. Our own document presents us
with perfect specimens of such. At least two excerpts from the proceed-
ings in front of Flavius Titianus and Paconius Felix cited by Dionysia may
have originated from such a compilation (see col. vii, ll. 19–29 and 29–38,
respectively).

It is thus preferable to discard these hypotheses and imagine that
P. Dionysia was rather used in the actual dispute of Dionysia. Being filed
with an authority, it ended up as part of a tomos synkollesimos (at the end of
this article, I will return to the problem of whose tomos it may have been,
see p. 277). If this was the case, we can immediately rule out one self-
imposing solution for the missing lines, viz. that the space before the
address to Pomponius Faustianus would have been occupied by a different
text unrelated to Dionysia’s petition. Such a thing simply did not happen,
each of the documents had its own life before being glued to the others. 

2. THE OTHER END OF P. DIONYSIA

Before I turn to the issue of the missing lines, let me begin from the other
end, as the proper identification of the content of the mysterious column i
(and, in conclusion, an attempt at ascertaining the function of P. Dionysia

    3 See Urbanik 2023: 145–147 for a brief description of such papyri, and more detailed
commentary on P. Oxy.XLII 3015 (after 117 ce), one of the best examples of the genre. 
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as a whole) depends also on assumptions as to how our text possibly ter-
minated.

Let us recall that the plea was reused to create a copy of the fifth book
of Iliad (published as P. Oxy. II 223). The book-maker re-sized the scroll,
cutting off its upper and lower margins, probably previously damaged.4
This process has deprived us of the few first and last lines of each column
of the claim. The text of Iliad begins on the verso of the badly preserved
column ix of P. Dionysia. The copyist of Homer started the writing prob-
ably leaving an empty space before to provide some extra protection for
the book. As we know, to no avail. The beginning of the Homeric poem
was damaged and then repaired. A strip of a papyrus was glued to the dis-
rupted first column of Iliad, and there the missing incipits of the verses
were added (in a visibly different hand, somewhat less trained than the
original one). The kollesis was left unused, it was simply too difficult to
write on the thick, uneven surface of the gluing. In the process even the
end of the petition deteriorated still further: only about half of the orig-
inal column (14 cm) has been preserved, from which the most used part
was cut off, and the adjacent part was partially covered by the repair slip
(c. 4.5 cm). Additionally, the papyrus cracked alongside the line of gluing.

The state of deterioration of the original column ix may suggest that
it was the most external part of the roll – which, of course, is logical, given
the fact that the text of Iliad ’s book V commenced there. If P. Dionysia
eventually turned to form part of a tomos synkollesimos, it may have been
placed at one of the latter extremities. Even if the reconstruction of col-
umn ix is only approximate, it seems, given the usual dimensions of the
columns of the recto and verso, their intercolumnia, and the added slip,
that the original book text started in the space corresponding precisely to
this column.5 It would be extremely fortuitous to have the book-support
cut exactly (or almost) at the place in which the recto text begun. It may
be assumed with a certain degree of security that the P. Dionysia did end

   4 See the introductions of Grenfell & Hunt to P. Oxy. II 223 and 237, as well as, in
much more detail, P. Dionysia, chapter ‘Materiality of Text’.
    5 See much more condensed similar argumentation by Grenfell & Hunt 1899: 151,
who thus tend to assume that the petition ended indeed with col. ix.



in its last preserved part, which – let us recall – bears her legal evidence.
This data may be further corroborated by the legal evidence syllabus
Dionysia provides (col. vii, ll. 14–18). She listed the legal matters in the
exact same order in which the legal evidence was later provided. The con-
tent reconstruction of column ix seems to exhaust the plan of legal argu-
ments she drew. Moreover, in its 41st line there is a snake-shaped symbol
which could denote the end of the evidence cited.6

This legal syllabus is followed by the petitum (ll. 18–19: ‘So that because of
it all he will now once for ever stop troubling the prefecture, as you yourself
have wished in your letter’), which is immediately tailed with the marker of
the magistrate’s endorsement in an abbreviated form (σ̀[ε]σ̀η2(µε)ωµαι)), typ-
ical for a copy. This element, among others, strengthens exclusion of the
possibility that P. Dionysia preserves a draft (more on this mark of
endorsement, below, pp. 276–277). There lacks the usual signature of the
petitioner, which one would expect to have been fitted between these
two elements. The preceding columns from i, l. 1 to vii, l. 19 must have
born the petition proper: the previously published columns iv–vii, and the
now restored columns i–iii bring about the recount of the controversy,
citations from the documents exchanged between the parties, and the
judicial authorities, and the internal communications between various
grades of the officials. 

The Greek of the text is practically flawless (minus the phonetic vari-
ants typical of the second-century koine of the papyri), with practically no
abbreviations, and the hand, seemingly, of a professional scribe.

It becomes obvious that P. Dionysia cannot have been the original peti-
tion, but it must represent a posterior documentary stage of the dispute,
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   6 Grenfell & Hunt 1899: 151 signalise (weakly, given their observations on the relation
between the recto and the verso, which had led them to assume that P. Dionysia had orig-
inally 9 columns, see above, n. 4) that the papyrus might have had another, tenth column,
since Dionysia in her elenchus instrumentorum mentions among the material she appended
judgments of archidikastai as well (see col. vii, l. 14). Yet, no such judgment has been clearly
preserved. They state that column ix seemingly did not contain any decision of an
archidikastes. This, however, does not necessarily have to be the case: one could imagine
that an archidikastes was involved in the case reported in ll. 24–30. The prefect mentioned
there, Annius Syriacus, does not seem to appear in his judicial function.



256                                                                           JAKUB URBANIK

perhaps even one of the ultimate ones (I will come back to this point
later, pp. 267–277). The high standard of its redaction prompts us to
believe it was rather an official copy, and not a private one (made for
instance for the home archive or as collectible item within a vademecum
of legal texts, see above, p. 253). It must have been thus produced in the
administrative procedure in which the plea was being proceeded.

3. BACK TO THE BEGINNING

It is now time to return to the apparent first column of the petition. The
extant text traditionally identified as the relicts of column i of the claim,
and measuring about 8 cm, corresponds to the largely preserved column
xii of the epos on the verso (12 cm wide, which constitutes about 4⁄₅ of the
average column width on the verso, i.e. 15–17 cm, plus inter-columnar
space). Since the columns of Dionysia’s petition are unusually wide
(between 21 and 23 cm plus inter-columnar space, each line fits about
ninety letters), this portion of the plea would have been enough to place
one and a half of the columns of Iliad. Column xiii of the epos is not
extant, and the scraps containing column xiv do not bear similarities to
P. Dionysia on their recto. Given that writing on a kollesis would be
extremely impractical, it would be natural to conclude that Homer was
then copied on a different text of the tomos, to which our petition had
been glued (in the order of the tomos, it would be a text preceding the one
of Dionysia, which, as just explained, most likely terminated the tomos).
This junction was susceptible to destruction, and so this may explain why
column xiii, which commenced there, has gone missing. Alternatively, one
could assume that a larger portion of the beginning of Dionysia’s petition
had disappeared. I find it, however, far less likely. If the petition had been
larger even by just one column, it would have provided support for
columns xiv and xv of Iliad ’s book V. Discarding such a nice support for
the literary text would not have been reasonable (unless, that is,
Dionysia’s plea had suffered quite some destruction before; I find it again
less likely, since the surviving portion of the papyrus seems to be fairly
well-kept).



For the reasons above explained, it is thus probable that: (1) the origi-
nal text was indeed not longer than nine columns, and (2) the remnants
of column i bear the actual beginning of the text.

And so, the mystery remains, why on earth what seems to be the reg-
ular start of a petition was only placed in two-thirds of the first column’s
height. A further complication ensues from the apparently unusually
lengthy address to the prefect. If we assume that it begins with
$οµπ 2ων)* at the end of line 5, and terminates with π 2α`ρ `8 9ι 1ο `[νυ]σ)α: `
[;]αιρ `<µ `[ο]νο: τ `ο= at the end of line 6, we have c. sixty-five letters to fill.
Of these only twenty are covered by the almost certain reconstruction
[+αυστιαν/ 0π1ρχ* 45γ7πτου ±? ]. In this epoch the address to the mag-
istrate (be it the prefect, as in our case, or any subordinate in the judicial
ladder: archidikastes, dioiketes, supervisor of the privy purse, epistrategos)
was still minimal in the case of texts following the hypomnematic format.
It was basically limited to the name of the official and his title, followed
by the descriptors of the petitioner: their name (usually only the father’s
name), and the place of origin, finally terminated by the salutation.7 Spo-
radically, an honorific title appeared, yet it is quite rare, becoming current
only about five–six decades later; it also typically complemented hegemon,
as the form address, and not eparchos.8 It is thus unlikely to have been
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    7 Suffice it to recall just a few contemporary examples: P. Lips. II 145 (Ptolemais Euer-
getis, 189 ce) ro, ll. 1–2: [0000]ωι Cινη)ωι 9ηµητρ)ωι 0π1ρχωι [4]5γ7πτου [παρ8] Dντων)ου
9Eµνου το= καF +ιGαντινEου D 2ν `των)ου; P. Strasb. IV 198 (unknown provenance, 181–183 ce),
ll. 1–2: 9εκ)µωι ? vac. ? HIετ[ουρ)ωι Jακρ)νωι 0π1ρχωι 45γ7πτου παρ]8 KοGοσσ)ωνο:; P. Berl.
Frisk 3 = SBV 7517 (Ptolemais Euergetis, 211–212 ce), ll. 1–2: 4 2[I]ρη2G)* L2α`ι 1β)* N `ο `υ `γ4κ`ε `) 1[ν*
0π1ρχ* 45]γ7πτου παρ8 Oτοτο<τεω: υPο= O[α]τ `7ρου Oτοτο<2τ[ε]ω2: γε `ω2ρ(γο=) τQ: Dρ `[σι -
ν(οειτRν)] π[EG(εω:)]. One exact parallel, also directed to Pomponius Faustianus, is recon-
structed, yet, with the extreme probability: P. Amh. II 79 (Hermopolis, 186–187 ce), l. 1:
[$οµπων)* +αυστιαν]/ [0]π1ρχ* [45γ7πτου -c. ?- ]. Seemingly a unicum, P. Oxy. XXII
2342 (102 ce) adds ‘lord’ after the name, yet in conjunction with a hegemon, not an eparchos
(l. 1: Sα)ωι Jινικ)ωι Nτ1Gωι τRι [κ]υρ)ωι @γεµEνι). See an overview of the prefectural tit-
ulature by Bastianini 1988: 387–390.
   8 Perhaps the only securely dated roughly contemporary example thereof is P. Oxy. LXV
4481 (179 ce), l. 1: C)τ* $ακτουµη)* J1γν* τ/ Gαµπροτ1τωι @γεµEνι vac. (on this text,
see below, p. 277 and n. 17). The following attestation of Gαµπροτ1το: in the address is only
half a century later: P.Vindob. Tandem 2 (Antinoopolis, 238–244 ce). In fact, the use of ‘illus-
trious’ is more frequent in reported speech informing about a petition being filed with the
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used by Dionysia (and even if it would only take a small fraction of the
space we need to fill in).

Our own text provides a parallel of the petition beginning with the
plea of Chairemon cited in extenso in lines 12–19 of column vi. There
even the addressee and the word of salutation are omitted, the petitioner
is only described further by his personal title (the ex-gymnasiarch), serv-
ing as the identification marker. In the instance of Dionysia this naturally
cannot have been the case; one could perhaps expect a longer filiation
marking in her place (with papponikon), and perhaps a mention of her hus-
band Horion’s assistance (which is not certain anyhow, since his appear-
ance in the preserved sections of our document was minimal, and always
indirect). At any rate, it really helps solving the issue – such complements
would be placed after the initial address to the prefect.

In what follows, I will try to solve this double problem, starting with
a conjecture about the content of the missing lines. A solution to the sec-
ond, lesser, enigma, could substantiate the idea of the goal of P. Dionysia
as a whole – so I shall come back to this issue further on.

If the ‘beginning’ of the Petition of Dionysia is to be found somewhat
before where the original text started, we need to look for analogous phe-
nomena in papyri. This, as we know, poses one grand difficulty: there are
no real parallels to P. Dionysia. Still, some notable similarities among peti-
tions on their traverse through the administrative iter could be traced in
the papyrological corpus. Processing petitions in Roman Egypt produced
a matryoshka structure of entreaties. The original, endorsed by the author-
ity to which it was addressed, would be then served to the official indicat-
ed in their superior’s endorsement as competent to deal with the matter.
Oftentimes, additional documents were appended: proofs of the claims,
or – as in our case – legal evidence excerpted from previous judgments
(especially of prefects and epistrategoi), prefectural edicts, legal opinions,
finally, imperial edicts and rescripts. I shall now look at some of these

prefect (as in our text col. vi, l. 14, or vii, l. 6, in reference to the governing Pomponius Faus-
tianus). Another honorific collocation, yet not reserved for the prefect, διασηµοτ1 το:, is used
in a similar way (see col. vii, l. 6, referred to the former prefect Rufus), paving its way to the
direct speech only in the 240s ce, the earliest in the non-Egyptian P. Euphr. 1 (Appadana, 245
ce), followed by P. Oxy.XII 1468 (256–258 ce); further Bastianini 1988: 389–390.



instances, seeking clues on the structure of P. Dionysia. Given its unique-
ness, any hypothesis would always be doomed to remain a conjecture. In
what follows I will present and analyse several suggestions on what may
have been the content of column i’s missing portion.

3.1. Legal evidence?

Let me start with a tempting idea suggested by the document’s apparent
trial use and the use of legal evidence served to the judicial authority.9
Some other petitions present the legal evidence even before the official
start of the entreaty with an address to the official.

Among several texts so structured there is another Oxyrhynchite text,
P. Oxy.XLVII 3364 (209 ce), whereby Herakleides10 provides first the impe-
rial rescripts of Severus and Caracalla and only then turns to his request to
the prefect Subatianus Aquila. Similarly, in P. Flor. III 382 = P. Flor. I 57 =
W.Chr. 143 (Hermopolites, 223 ce), the plea proper (which only starts in line
27 of the papyrus) is preceded by no less than six imperial constitutions of
the same emperors. They are to support the protest of Aurelius Heron
directed to the prefect Marcus Aedininius Iulianus11 against continued
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   9 An in-depth discussion of the function of this usage would deviate us too much from
the topic of this essay. Its primarily goal is to inform the judge about the applicable law,
since – contrary to our modern perspective – iura non novit curia. The ‘precedents’ are not
aimed to bind the judge, the way they operate under modern common law (see Katzoff
1972: 290–292, with references to the earlier scholarship, see also 257–268, where he metic-
ulously describes the content of Dionysia’s precedents known back then). They rather, as
Alonso 2023b: 253 (§§ 65–66) has put forward, provide also some legal certainty about the
possible outcome of the trial, in the legal environment where the magistrate should
decide the case guided by his intuition of equity and thus is allowed to ignore or rather
circumvent the prior norms. See also Urbanik 2024: 12–13.
  10 Thomas 1975: 201–221 and Thomas 2003: 201–206. In a funny coincidence, Heraklei-
des’ parents were Chairemon and Dionysia, but, given the commonness of these names,
no kin-relation should be hazarded.
   11 The petition was originally addressed to Septimus Arrianus, the dioiketes: the address
was crossed and then the name of the prefect written. Again, a possible ‘mistake’ in the
address allows for even more letters to fill in the missing lines (even if, strictly speaking,
this hypothesis goes against one of the famous laws of Youtie).
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imposition of a liturgy, notwithstanding his old age and blindness, as well as
liturgical liability on behalf of his already adult son. The prefect endorsed
the petition at the end (col. ii, ll. 92–94), commanding the strategos to follow
the tenor of the imperial constitutions.

Such a structure cannot have been the case with P. Dionysia. The legal
evidence in our papyrus comes only after the petitum, just like in the case
of many other earlier and contemporary petitions, and even if they invoke
imperial law. An instructive comparandum is P. Würzb. 9 (Arsinoites, joined
reign of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus). In this petition of an Anti-
noite to be exempted from a liturgy, particularly rich legal material comes
after the badly preserved petitum. It starts with the imperial grants in
chronological order: first comes the original privilege of Hadrian, there-
after its confirmation by Antonius Pius is reported, and another one by
Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. The section concludes with two indi-
vidual decisions of the prefect Petronius Mamertinus and one by the epi -
strategos Statilius Maximus, who upheld the tenor of the imperial grants.

In fact, shifting the location of the imperial law citation to the promi-
nent beginning of the entreaty seems to have come about only with the
reign of Severus and Caracalla (the only petitions following this pattern
use their constitutions). Its popularisation may be connected to the impe-
rial journey to Egypt in 199–200 ce.12

For these reasons this format most probably could not provide a good
parallel for Dionysia, unless we imagine that her legal evidence was divided,
just like in the case of P. Oxy. LXVII 4593 (206/211 ce), another protest
against an appointment to a second liturgy, contemporary to the one
already being carried out by the petitioner. This feature by N.N. son of
Eudaimon is opened by an apokrima of the emperors, originally posted in
the in the portico of the Serapeum at Memphis;13 there follows the peti-

  12 See SHA 17.4. There are numerous judicial decisions of these emperors recorded for
the time of their advent to the Nile country; see J. D. Thomas, in Coles et alii 2001: 170–
171 (introduction to P. Oxy. LXVII 4593), with update of the lists of such documents, as
well as Coriat 1997: tables on 27–29 and 123–125.
  13 See P. Oxy. LXVII 4593, l. 4 n. for this unusual publication place. Thomas points out
that the emperors were not necessarily in Memphis, but that their Alexandrian decision
was simply republished in several important places of the chora. Contra Coriat 1997: 625.



tion proper to Subatianus Aquila (line 5 serves solely for the address to
the prefect), which ends with excerpts from a trial before Quintus Mae-
cius Laetus (in office 200–203 ce). While formulating his plea the peti-
tioner refers to the imperial constitution cited ‘above’ and the minutes
appended ‘below’.14

This would be a tempting solution, especially since Dionysia, in her
legal syllabus, suggests that she would refer to the imperial law,15 but the
extant document has no direct mention of it. Sadly, I would think it is
unplausible. The imperial decision regarding security of the written
agreements registered in the archives is clearly referred to in the course
of proceedings before Marcus Petronius Mamertinus (col. viii, l. 43 – ix,
l. 18, in l. 6), where a royal apokrima directed to this prefect is generically
evoked. Thus, we can put away the hypothesis of the imperial legislation
being cited before the petition proper, also because, as we have proven,
Dionysia structured her material thematically. In her elenchus instrumento-
rum the imperial law was mentioned in the section devoted to the regis-
tration of the marriage contracts – thus it would concord with the place
in which we have identified a royal judgment cited.

3.2. A double copy?

The clues given by the petitions under administrative proceeding seem to
be much more promising. In a seminal article published three decades
ago, Rudolf Haensch comprehensively describes the way the petitions
were processed in the Roman Egypt (Haensch 1994). The pleas were
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  14 As plausibly reconstructed by the editor in ll. 10–11: . . . π 2ρ `οτ1ξα: οVν τ8 θXα` (l. θεXα)
π 2ερF ` [το7του διατεταγµYνα Zπ? τRν κυρ)ω]ν @µRν 4 2[IτοκρατEρον καF Zποτ1ξα: τ?ν γενE] -
µενον περF του `[000000], ‘having attached above divine constitution on that matter of our
Lords the Emperors, and attached below the [decision] on that matter . . . ’.
   15 See col. vii, ll 17–18: δ[ καF \τι τ8: συνγραφ8: πα[ρα]τ)θεσθαι τοX: βιβGιοφυGακ)οι:
νEµιµον καF τ8: 0κ το7των γεινοµYνα: κατοχ8: π1ντε: @γεµEνε: καF αIτοκρ1τορε: κυρ)α:
[ε^ν]αι καF βεβα)α: τεθεG<κασι ( . . . ), ‘also that it is legitimate to have written agreements
registered with the record archives and that all prefects and emperors have willed to be
valid and secured’.
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served to the competent authority, in judicial cases to the prefect or one
of the highest judicial officials, epistrategoi, the supervisor of the privy
purse, or the chief justice of Alexandria. The entreaty then was examined
cursorily and if found convincing, endorsed to be investigated by a lower
official, usually a strategos, either to complete the query and issue a deci-
sion following the instructions of the higher authority or to refer it back
to it, with the findings established at the lower level. In many instances
the word of positive endorsement was limited to a laconic apodos, ‘give
back’, and one had to understand that the prefect or epistrategos fully
shared the request for treatment voiced by the petitioner. Haensch’s
study proves that since the reign of Antoninus Pius, a copy was left in the
archive of the addressee and glued among similar ones to form a tomos,
the original instead marked with an endorsement and signature (hypo -
graphe), was given to the petitioner to be served further to the lower judi-
cial officer (Haensch 1994: 492). A description of such an iter is also pro-
vided by our text: col. vi, ll. 35–36: ‘As Chairemon brought this letter of
yours and on the 3rd of Epeiph gave it to Harpokration, the royal scribe’.
In some cases, there are proofs that the petitions filed during one station
of the judicial circuit were treated and endorsed jointly.16

Around the time of Dionysia, a new procedure was developed. The
original of the petition was deposited with the authority, and once
endorsed, publicly displayed (often in a freely accessible temple), together
with other requests dealt with by the prefect.17 The petitioner then had

  16 See Haensch 1994: 490–492; for the joint processing – ‘Sammelsubscriptio’ – see
Haensch 1994: 492–498, this procedure according to Haensch is not evidenced after
171 ce (p. 498), so it could be safely excluded for P. Dionysia, too.
  17 Haensch 1994: 499–504. See Thomas’s introduction to P. Oxy. LXV 4481 (179 ce),
supplemented by his introduction to P. Oxy. LXXIII 4961 (223 ce), for an in-depth study
with a list of such documents and an overview of the earlier scholarship, among which the
most important are the introduction of Bastianini to P. Horak 13 (unknown provenance,
177/8 ce): an authenticated copy, sadly only fragmentarily preserved, of a petition to the
prefect T. Pactumeius Magnus; and Hunt’s introduction to P. Oxy. XVII 2131 (207 ce).
Other examples (listed by Bastianini and Thomas): BGU II 525 + III 970 = M. Chr. 242
(Karanis?, 177 ce), an authenticated copy of the petition of Tapetheus daughter of Ptole-
maios to the prefect Titus Pactumeius Magnus claiming return of her dowry after her hus-
band’s death (both BGU II 525 and III 970 are written in the same hand, which shows that



a double-copy thereof made, which, authenticated, was then served to the
authority back at home. The inner text was folded and sealed by the wit-
nesses, which was to prevent falsification. Such texts start with a prescript
informing about the copy being made from a request entered into the pre-
fectural archive (with a reference to the sheet of the tomos), and the place
of its publication, as well as of the prefectural endorsement (Zπογραφ<,
Lat. subscriptio). A good example thereof, also because of the striking sim-
ilarity to the case of Dionysia, is provided by P. Oxy. LXXIII 4961 (223 ce).
This plea of Aurelia Diogenis against her father is even more tempting as
a parallel, since the original petition starts only in line 9 of the preserved
text. Lines 1–3 are taken by the informatory prescript, corresponding to
the just described format (this time the endorsed petition was published
in the treasury building). The following lines (4–8) bring about norms rel-
evant for the case, reported by the petitioner for the judge’s information.
They are: an imperial decision of Severus and Caracalla in the case of
Eudaimon, a prefect’s judgement, and an edict of the same emperors pub-
lished in Alexandria. All boil down to a statement that a preliminary judge-
ment (subscriptio) obtained in virtue of false facts is not a praeiudicium
(binding decision), and thus may be ignored in the following procedure.

Yet, even a superficial analysis of P. Oxy. LXXIII 4961 and its counter-
parts (all dated to the same half a century to which also P. Dionysia
belongs) shows that this method only prima facie could solve the enigma
of the missing lines. Unlike these authenticated petitions, P. Dionysia can-
not have been a double copy. According to Haensch, this method became
standard only about twenty years after the affair of Dionysia, in 207 ce.
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they once belonged to the same document); P. Oxy. LXV 4481 (179 ce), an authenticated
copy of the petition of Apion aka Pausirion to the same prefect (on this text see further,
p. 277). The petitioner complains about his wife Ta… aka Sarapous, who had appropriated
some of his things and did not want to appear in front of the epistrategos (notably, the
authentication notice only follows the text of the petition, and thereafter there is the
order to the epistrategos); P. Oxy.XVII 2131, a copy of a petition to the prefect of Subatianus
Aquila fromn Totoës, protesting his undue appointment to a liturgy (there is a prefectural
endorsement ordering the epistrategos to deal with the matter); BGU XI 2061 (Arsinoites,
210 ce), another authenticated copy of a petition to the same prefect authored by a farmer
Tates, which similarly includes an endorsement for the epistrategos to take care of the case;
and very likely the fragmentary P. Stras. IV 235 (199/211 ce). 
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The three prior instances, dated to 178–179 ce, constitute the first attempts
of this new treatment announcing the change that would only take place
later, and clearly are not evidence for a stringent rule of procedure.
Another fact speaks for this assumption: all the doubly copied petitions
are written transversa charta, while P. Dionysia follows the usual way of
writing, it also has the legal evidence after the main body of the petition
and not before it. Ultimately, P. Dionysia is simply too long to be copied
conveniently twice for the purpose of authentication Thus, this hypoth-
esis may be safely discarded.

3.3. Endorsement by superscription

Let us thus proceed to other options. In some cases, the petitioners started
writing their petition in the middle of the papyrus sheet leaving some
space at the upper part for an official’s endorsement. A good example of
such practice, contemporary to our document is provided by P. KölnXIV 572
= SBXII 10972 (Oxyrhynchos, 182 or 183 ce), where a request to appoint
a guardian directed to the strategos was preceded18 by the space reserved
for the official decision (amounting to as many as 16 lines of the text).19

This place was then filled in by the acting strategos, the royal scribe Peri -
kles, who commanded the city scribe to appoint a guardian ‘at his own
risk’. The text was later glued to form a part of a tomos synkollesimos of the
bureau of the strategos.

  18 Original, partial, edition in Lewis 1970. In P. KölnXIV 572, Klaus Maresch published the
lower fragment preserved in the Cologne collection and described the applied procedure.
  19 A similar situation could have occurred, according to the editor, Dieter Hagedorn, in
the case of a petition for a tutor ad actum, P. Hamb. IV 280 (Herakleopolites?, 3rd cent. ce),
and a very fragmentary SB XXVI 16428 (Hagedorn 2001). Both applications were
addressed to an exegetes. Hagedorn points out yet another instance of a similar procedure
in the archive of Petaus in the case of requests to buy land classified as Zπ_Gογο:. See,
especially, P. Petaus 20 (185 ce),where the royal scribe Kollanthos transmitted the letter of
Apollonios, the strategos of the meris of Herakleides, to the village scribe in Ptolemais
Hormou. The strategos’ letter enclosed the petition of Rufus, who was willing to buy the
land. His original application had most probably an empty space left for the strategos’
endorsement. 



Similarly, in an instance of the much posterior P. Oxy. XXXVIII 2849
(296 ce), the original petition of Aurelia Apollonia to be exempted from
the duty to deliver two oxen for the reparation of the canals was written
so as to leave some space for the answer of the authority. The benevolent
response of the πρωτοστ1ται could hardly fit in the slip left empty, and
thus it was written in smaller and somewhat squeezed characters (see
P. Oxy. XXXVIII 2849, ll. 1–7 n., as well as Youtie 1976a).

Neither case presents us with ideal pieces of comparison for the plea
of Dionysia. In both, the space taken by the official response is much
smaller than the one we would hypothetically have at our disposal in
P. Dionysia (respectively, ll. 1–16 and 1–7). The lines of both texts are also
far shorter than the ones of our text. These two petitions are also
addressed to lower rank official, and there are no extant original examples
in this format in petitions addressed to the prefect, even if one cannot
exclude such possibility.20 Still, they do give us some idea what the miss-
ing lines might have – at least partially – contained. In fact, such proce-
dure could be reconstructed from the narrative of Dionysia in column vi,
where she reminds the prefect that he had already dismissed the claims
of her father. Pomponius Faustianus countersigned the petition of
Chairemon writing to Isidoros, strategos of Oxyrhynchos. This missive,
cited in lines 32–35 of column vi, may have well been added above the
entreaty of Chairemon.

This may be further corroborated by instances indirectly confirming
superscription of the endorsement in the case of higher officials. Such com-
position is evidenced by P. Gen. II 109 vo = P. Leit. 5a = SBVIII 10197 (The -
adelphia, 180–181 ce). It starts with a fragmentarily preserved decision of
the epistrategos T. Claudius Xenophon addressed to the acting stra tegos in
response to a petition in a liturgical matter presented by Agath( . . . ), Ptole-
maios, and Nilos. What follows is a copy of the petition proper. For our aims
it does not matter that the whole text was written by one hand (elegant,

                 THE PURPOSE OF P. DIONYSIA AND ITS MYSTERIOUS BEGINNING          265

  20 Sadly, only four legible lines are left from the letter written by the prefect Tettius
Africanus (in office 80/1 – 12 February 82 ce) to the otherwise unknown strategos of the
Oxyrhynchites, Pomponius (P. Oxy. LXXXV 5497), mentioning someone, son of Nikobou-
los, the former gymnasiarch. One could hazard that it could have been an endorsing pre-
script added to the original petition served to the prefecture. 
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most likely of a trained-official scribe): it still presents us with a pattern of a
text preceding the original plea. Likewise, the request of Apollonarion aka
Aristandra, P. Oxy.VI 899 (200 ce), analysed in detail on the following pages,
proves indirectly that a dioiketes answered her entreaties superscribing both
of her petitions. 

One could imagine that the prefect’s endorsement was more complex
than the ones we have extant in the examples just presented. That
becomes likelier, if we consider what its content may have been. A clue to
that is given by the end of the supplicatory part of our document, namely
by the petitum of Dionysia, and its immediately preceding letter of the
acting strategos Harpokration. Harpokration acting for Isidoros did not
know how to deal with the claim for apospasis,21 having found no instruc-
tion in this respect neither in the epistle of Rufus nor the one of Faus-
tianus. Accordingly, he gave Dionysia a leave to address the prefect again
in this matter (col. vii, ll. 6–8), so once new instructions be given, he (or
some other strategos-ranked official) may pronounce the final judgment.
This petitum – the very last one of our petition – is reported in lines 8–13
of column vii and followed by the syllabus of the legal evidence. The
answer of the prefect must have thus responded to the previously undealt
matters and could be longer and more complex than usual, possibly
involving an order to ignore the local law.

This reconstruction still seems not to be enough to fill the space we
have at our disposal, even if we imagined an empty line separating the
petition proper from the prefectural ‘sacred’ letter,22 part of the address

  21 Note that this term never appears in our documentation but is rather a modern ren-
dering of the right of the father to take his unwilling daughter away from her husband. I
use it here for convenience: see further P. Dionysia, ‘Legal commentary’. More on the issue,
most recently, Urbanik 2016: 1063–1067 with the discussion of the earlier scholarship on
the subject.
  22 See, e.g., P. Wisc. I 33 (after 8 September 147 ce): this petition to a prefect cites an ear-
lier one sent to the same official. Both lines 1 and 9 are written in slightly larger and spaced
letters, centred and separated from the body of the petitions by spaces above and below.
Another, later example could be SB XVIII 13260 (Herakleopolites, 328 ce), where the
address to a logistes is written in a separate line, and the petition to him is separated from
the earlier one addressed to a prefect, cited below. This practice of page-setting is also
quite typical for petitions to lower officials asking them to execute prefectural decisions.



being spaced or/and not filling the whole very long line.23 The situation
would not improve even if the prefect’s endorsement were to be written
with larger, elegant letters.24 The earliest case of such ‘chancery’ lettering
is testified in SB I 4639 (Alexandria, 209 ce).25 The order of the prefect
Subatianus Aquila to Theon, the strategos of Arsinoites, to release a certain
Niger from forced labour in an alabaster mine is written in elegant letters
thrice as high as the remaining ones in the document. This is not so likely
in our case: the prefectural command is not an endorsement but an inde-
pendent text, written by a secretary and then signed by the prefect by a
simple 0ρρRσ `θ `α`) σε βο7Gοµαι (l. 6).

3.4. Endorsed petition 
forwarded further for execution?

Thus, we need to look further. And some matryoshka petitions provide us
with some ideas to additionally cover the remaining free lines. The origi-
nal entreaty, endorsed by the higher official, was then presented to the
lower one, who had been entrusted with the resolution of the case. This
happened through a new entreaty requesting the execution. There is no
need to present all such documents, just a few will suffice here, providing
us with quite telling examples.

SB XIV 12087 = (partially) P. Oslo II 18 (Youtie 1976b) is, according to
the editor, Herbert C. Youtie, a private copy of a document submitted to
the strategos (it lacks the subscription of the addressee).26 Ptolemaios son
of Diodoros requests that Harpokration, strategos of the division of Pole-
mon and Themistes, executes the ‘sacred subscription’ of epistrategosVedius
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  23 As stated above, the lines of Dionysia’s plea are extremely long. This phenomenon,
albeit rare, is not completely unparalleled: see, e.g., SBXIV 12087 = (partially) P. Oslo II 18
(Theadelphia, 162 ce) or SBXVIII 13260, where the lines range c. 90 letters.
  24 In words of Lewis 1963: 14. 
  25 First published by Zucker 1910; see Messeri & Pintaudi 2000: 73 (= BLXII 179). It
is worth checking the picture of this specimen available at <https://berlpap.smb.muse-
um/00467/> (accessed 30 November 2025).
  26 It does, though, include the signature of the petitioner.

https://berlpap.smb.museum/00467/
https://berlpap.smb.museum/00467/
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Faustus appended to his original petition, in which Ptolemaios com-
plained he was unjustly subjected to the poll tax on account of his adult
son who resided elsewhere. But there is more. Ptolemaios first wanted to
address the epistrategos, but the official was away, so he turned to the
iuridicusHerennius Philotas. The latter subscribed the petition redirecting
the matter to the epistrategos. Finally, this one, appropriately approached by
our petitioner, endorsed the matter to be decided by the strategos, to
whom SB XIV 12087 was directed. Let us also notice that the document
cited a piece of legal evidence: excerpts from the minutes of Munatius in
a case a decade earlier than the petition. Only after this piece there came
the petitioner’s signature. I will come back to this noteworthy feature in
a moment. What also calls our attention are exceptionally long lines (c. 90
letters) of this document – more or less the same as in the case of Petition
of Dionysia.

I do not claim that the case of Dionysia would be first treated by some
other judge (especially since its content might have been at least partially
reserved to the prefectural jurisdiction),27 but this ping-pong between the
magistrates allows one to imagine that the introductory brief to the strat-
egos may have been much more complex than just a mere request to fol-
low the prefectural command. 

Such an enquiry to a lower official may have also included a cursory
overview of the actions taken to date. That was the case in P. Mich.VI 426
(Karanis, 199/200 ce), a petition of Gemellus aka Horion son of Gaius
Apolinarius Niger (the same appears in P. Mich.VI 423, 424, and 425) to the
epistrategosArrius Victor. The petitioner (notably claiming his eye-sight to be
heavily impaired), asked for a confirmation of his exemption from a liturgy
unduly imposed on him by the elders of the village of Karanis. In the mis-
sive, he recalled his disability and high status, Antinoite citizenship, as well
as special privileges granted (he could wear a chlamys at meetings of the
boule), but also the apparent scheming of the elders and their mistake in his

  27 See, P. Dionysia, ‘Legal commentary’, and earlier, in detail, Jördens 2011: 327–356; Jör-
dens 2016: 93–98, discussing SB XII 10929 (?, 133–137 ce). This papyrus preserves an edict
of the prefect M. Petronius Mamertinus publishing apparently an imperial constitution
on the reserved jurisdiction of the prefect, which would cover also the cases between par-
ents and children (ll. 25–26).



proper appellation.28 At the end of the preserved text (l. 24) he copied the
sacred response of Alfenus Apolinarius, procurator a censibus Augusti,29 which
most probably was written above his original plea to the official.

Another instance presenting the same processing is SB XIV 11707
(unknown provenance, 212 ce), a petition of Dionysios son of Serenos to
Horion, royal scribe of the Oxyrhynchite, acting strategos. The petitioner
recounted the matter in a longer narrative (in no less then 25 fairly long
lines of c. 50 letters), only then to report his original petition to the pre-
fect, and his ‘holy’ hypographe (not extant). The matter discussed there
seems to be procedural: it involved hybris suffered by the petitioner from
a possible defendant, laws and prefectural judgements were vaguely and
generically invoked to support his plea. Dionysios informed the office of
the strategos that the prefect commanded by a ‘sacred letter’ the strategia
to takes the necessary steps.

The other roughly contemporary parallel is provided by the famous
petition of Apollonarion aka Aristandra, P. Oxy. VI 899 (200 ce). Even if
more than a half of it has been lost, its content could be plausibly recon-
structed (see Grenfell & Hunt 1908: 225), making it one of the pieces with
most matryoshkas. It was doubtlessly a request to the strategos to carry out
the instructions of the higher authority. Apollonarion claimed that she was
unduly forced to lease and cultivate public land, a task from which women
were to be exempted. This was the content of the original petition to the
dioiketes (which is also the beginning of the surviving fragment of the
papyrus). The plea included also legal evidence consisting of the minutes
of the epistrategos Parmenion from August / September 154 ce (Thomas 1972:
188 [no. 43]), in which, in turn, an edict of Tiberius Iulius Alexander30 and
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  28 See ll. 11–12: `: aρον DποGιναρ)ου bν7παρκτον cνοµα d καF bγνοR, ‘Horos, son of
Apolinarius, a fictitious name which I do not know’.
  29 The identification by Rea 1968: 370–374. The ‘sacred’ denomination of Apolinarius’
letter denotes, according to Rea (p. 372), his belonging to the imperial household; see,
most recently with additional confirmation, Jördens 2024: 239 n. 40.
  30 It is worth noting by the way that the papyrus presents the prohibition of Tiberius
Iulius Alexander as exclusively referring to women in the context of γεωργ)α. The most
famous known edict of this official, also issued in the second year of Galba’s reign, gener-
ally prohibited coercion to rent public land and to undertake the collection of taxes (see
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judgements of the prefect Valerius Eudaimon and of the epistrategos Corel-
lianus were evoked (the last ones just generically, as confirming the general
rule of female exemption). The original signature of the woman followed
immediately the legal evidence. This petition was endorsed by the
dioiketes, by a letter added above the petition, but also by a 0ση2µ2ι1ω[σ]12 -
[µην] in line 32.31 The same structure was followed in the ‘outer-doll’, Apol-
lonarion’s second petition in lines 46–47, where the woman’s second plea
ends, we have her signature and again dioiketes’ approval.32

After the first petition the strategos was ordered to carry out the deci-
sion favourable to the petitioner. We learn from Apollonarion’s narrative
that he commanded the village scribes to remove her from the list of the
cultivators. Yet, there seemed not to be a final satisfactory solution for
the woman, since she petitioned the dioiketes again, citing her own first
missive and his endorsement as well as recounting the actions of the act-
ing strategos (his letter to the village scribe to hold an enquiry of the case
was also fully cited). This second petition was also considered approvingly
by the addressee, who endorsed for a final decision of the new strategos:
And this was the final, outer, shell of our matryoshka: the request to the
present strategos to finally release Apollonarion from undue duties. As we
can see, this is – albeit much shorter – a wonderful piece of comparison.

Perhaps yet another block could be added to this Jenga tower, in the
hope that the whole structure will not fall into pieces. The endorsed plea,
copied and addressed to the strategos may have been forwarded further by
him for execution or further examination by (a) lower ranking official(s).
P. Dio nysia records such instance, too. The strategos Isidoros redirects a
copy of the endorsed petition of Dionysia to the keepers of the registry
archive, asking them to conduct investigation about the katoché (col. v,

OGIS 669, ll. 10–15: τεGωνε)α, µ)σθωσι: οIσιακ<). Unless P. Oxy. VI 899 refers to another
act of the same prefect, perhaps a later one – such was the idea of Chalon 1964: 68 n. 79
and 104–105 – we would have yet another example of a very selective ‘citation’ of the legal
material by the petitioner.
  31 DποGG[ων]1ριον @ καF Dριστ1νδρα 0πιδYδωκα. 0ση2µ `ι 1ω[σ]1`[µην], ‘I, Apollonarion also
known as Aristandra submitted. I have signed’.
  32 D[π]οGGων1[ρ]ιον @ καF Dριστ1νδρα 0πιδYδωκα. (eτου:) η C=βι α`[0 0σ]ηµιωσ1µην, ‘I,
Apollonarion also known as Aristandra have submitted. Year 8, Tybi 1[?]. I have signed’.



ll. 17–19). The bibliophylakes, having made a report, sent it back to
Isidoros, and he dispatched the results back the prefect (col. v, ll. 28–29).
Such further examination, however, does not seem so likely in this case.
As we learn from the whole context there is hardly anything more that
the strategos or his aides had still to investigate in this matter (let us keep
in mind that in his final missive to the prefect, Harpokration explains he
had no instructions how to proceed with the claim for apospasis). 

And thus, we may imagine that the petition was to be served to the
other party, summoning Chairemon for the final act of this court family
drama. There are several occurrences of such modus operandi, even if poste-
rior to P. Dionysia. P. Ryl. II 117 = FIRA III 181 (Hermopolis Magna, 269 ce)
starts with a letter of the strategos Aurelios Tyrannios commanding the
hyperetes33 to serve the petition he had received from Aurelia Tinuthis aka
Theodora to the kosmetesAurelios Eudaimon. Clearly, the instruction was
written in an empty space left by the petitioning party above their
entreaty.34 After the body of the petition there comes a signature for the
illiterate woman, and for her assisting husband, and finally the acknowl-
edgment of the addressee. 

Three other texts have similar format. Much later than P. Dionysia,
they are worth mentioning as illustrative examples.

P. Oxy. XVIII 2187 (304 ce),35 preserves a petition to a logistes, whose
name has not been preserved, asking him to execute the endorsed appli-
cation to the prefect, to summon the defendant, and to conduct the trial.
The petitioner, Septimius Aristion, had prepared the missive, filling the
date in line 1, then leaving a space for the logistes’ instruction before
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  33 On the function of this official, see now Strassi 1997; earlier: Modrzejewski &
Kupiszewski 1957–1958.
  34 By this petition, addressed directly to the strategos, the woman gave up the inheritance of
her deceased brother in lieu of the payment of the debts he had taken from the mighty kos-
metes Eudaimon. She asks that a copy may be served to her opponent. We may thus see that
the petitioner ordered a professional scribe to prepare the petition in double; both signed for
her and her assisting husband by Aurelios Kopreas. One was filed in the archive of the stra -
tegos, the other, endorsed, was then transmitted further, and perhaps returned to the petition-
er being subscribed by the addressee. On the legal aspects, see further Solazzi 1925.
  35 See further, with literature, Seston 1947.
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reproducing his correspondence with the prefect (which included also
instances of legal evidence). He implored the official that in accordance
with the prefect’s leave his sister-in-law, Thaesis, be served a copy of the
summons and appear in the court to settle a case resulting possibly from
guardianship Arrius provided for his now deceased niece. Notably, the
narrative in the plea to the logistes is very detailed, it occupies extremely
long (over 180 letters!) lines 5–14 of the text. In three lines between the
date and the petition proper, the logistes, represented by his deputy
Eutolmios, ordered the hyperetes Sotas to act accordingly (σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι)
ends line 3, before the date of the endorsement in line 4). This part was
obviously written later; the letters are large and more spaced than the
body of the petition. From Sotas’ note on the verso we know that the
mission was only half-accomplished: the summons was served, but Thae-
sis refused to accept them.

SB XX 14587 (Oxyrhynchos, 308 ce)36 presents us with a petition of
Aurelia Thaesis to a logistes to carry out prefectural approval of her
appended entreaty in a hereditary matter. The prefect’s decision in this
case as well as a mention of the collocation of the original petition in his
tomos was added after the woman’s supplication. The logistes ordered a
hyperetes to execute the request in a missive added above the body of the
original petition. The endorsement of the logistes in line 6 (σε `[ση]µ `(ε)ω -
µαι) was added not immediately within his own letter, but in an empty
space following the address of the petition directed to him.

Another order of a logistes to a hyperetes opens SB XVIII 13260 (He -
rakleopolites, 328 ce).37 The aide is to bring to his presence the defen-

  36 Published in Sijpesteijn & Worp 1990. Let us also notice this papyrus’ very long lines
(above 125 letters per line!) and the page-setting of the text visually separating each of the
sections of the document.
  37 Koenen & Sijpesteijn 1987. The editors assume it also formed part of a tomos
synkollesimos. In the context of our document, it is also interesting to observe that this
papyrus was fashioned in a very transparent manner: see the photo at <https://quod.lib.
umich.edu/a/apis/x-1513> (accessed 1 December 2025). Each section of the document
starts in a new line, the part added by the logistes (ll. 1–4) was written in smaller letters to
fit into the space left. The is a larger empty space left before the marking of the copy
(l. 11), the lines of the text are also rather long, comprising of c. 95 letters.

https://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/x-1513
https://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/x-1513


dants sued in the attached petition to the prefect. This petition, unlike
the previous example, was preceded by a copied endorsement of the pre-
fect Septimius Zenius38 and was served to the logistes by Aurelia Asklepias.
The signature of this woman closes the text.

The matryoshka-format of our document may be confirmed by a possi-
ble solution to the second enigma presented at the beginning: the unusual
length of the purported address in lines 5–6 of column i. The prefect’s
name in line 5 could have completed not the original address of Dionysia’s
petition, but rather her prescript to the lower official, in which she
informed of the petition being sent to the prefecture and received back
with endorsement. The termination of line 6 (and its likely following in
the reconstructed beginning of line 7) would in turn belong to the address
of that original libellus.39 A good parallel – albeit too long – of such formu-
lation is provided by the already discussed SB XIV 12087, even if in this
case the official who decided the case was not the prefect but the epistra -
tegos.40 Another rough comparandum could be provided by P. Lips. II 145 ro
(Ptolemais Euergetis, 189 ce); there, however, the petitioner approaches
the prefect appending a prior petition addressed to a deputy doiketes, in
which they had ‘explained the whole matter’.41
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  38 The prefectural approval – asking the logistes to examine the defendants – was again
added above the petition proper, its copy mentions the place in which the original was
archived, as well as reports, indirectly, the Latin signature of the magistrate.
  39 This is the hypothesis put forward by J. L. Alonso.
  40 ll. 2–4: ( . . . ) οf bνYτεινα βιβGιδ)ου τ/ κρατ)στ* 0πιστρατ<γ* H[Iηδ]) 1* 4 +α7στ* κ`α`F 1 g[:
h]σχον 0πF σi Pερj: ZπογραφQ: καF g: eσχον @γεµονικQ: κρ)σεω: περF kµο)ου πρlγµατο:
bντ)γραφ 4ο `ν ZπYταξα π 2ρ `?: τ? bπαρενEχGητEν µε γενYσθαι. eστι δYm HIηδ)* +α7στ* τ/
κρατ)στ* 0πιστρ(ατ<γ*) παρ8 $τοGεµα)ου [9]ι 1ο `δnρου ( . . . ), ‘I have appended a copy of
the petition that I submitted to the most excellent epistrategos, Vedius Faustus, and of his
sacred subscription which I received for transmission to you, and of the prefect’s judg-
ment that I obtained concerning a like matter, so that I may be free of harassment. The
copy follows: “To Vedius Faustus, the most excellent epistrategos, from Ptolemaios, son of
Diodoros . . . ”’ (transl. APIS).
  41 ll. 8–13: οf bνYτ `ε `ινα τ/ κ[ρ]ατ)στ* [NουG)* oι]κ`ι 1ν `ν `ιαν/ διαδεχοµYν* καF τ8 κ[ατ]8 τ[ν `
διο)κησιν ` [βιβGιδ)]ο `υ ` p2 π1ντα [τ8 τ]ο= π 2ρ[1γ]µ `α`το: 0γ4γ4Yγρ `απται καF g: [οfτο: κ]α`τ `8 τ?
bκE `G `ου `θ `ο `ν [eγρ]αψεν 0πι 1σ`τοGQ2: ` [τ/ τ]Q: rρακGε `) `[δου µερ)δο:] τ `ο= Dρσινοε)του νο[µο]= `
στρατηγR2 τ8 bντ[)γ]ραφα Zποτ1ξα:, ‘I have appended a copy of the petition to the most
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Before I conclude, we still need to deal with the much-abraded traces,
missed by the original editors, in line 19 of column vii, occupying a
spatium between Dionysia’s petitum and her first piece of legal evidence.42

They likely stand for σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι). If we interpret this abbreviation cor-
rectly, it should represent the endorsement of the request by an official.
The question is who this authority was. Also, placement of this putative
signature raises doubts. Likewise, its ductus, seemingly different than the
σεσηµ(ε) ωµαι) in line 29, opens a question whether it was put down by the
same hand as the scribe of the document.

Normally, such authorisation comes immediately after the request, and
the request would technically end with the legal evidence, and then be fol-
lowed by the signature of the petitioner with the date. Such is the case of
the matryoshka petition of Apollonarion alias Aristandra, P. Oxy.VI 899, dis-
cussed above (pp. 269–271). A similar setting could be observed also in BGU
VII 1574 (Philadephia, after 31 July 176 ce). In this plea, Lucius Ignatius Cas-
sianus requests a strategos to transmit his counter-claim to his opponent Mar-
cus Valerius Turbo (again we face here the matryoshka-structure, the letter of
an archidikastes to the strategos cites the text of Ignatius’ request to present
his bντ)ρρησι:). The text was endorsed by σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι),43 which is followed
by a note of a hyperetes about the delivery to the other litigating party.44

excellent Iulius Licinnianus, deputy dioketes, in which the whole matter has been described
and of the letter he has in reference to it written to the strategos of the meris of Heraklei-
des of the Arsinoite nome’). On the contrary, P. Diog. 17 (Arsinoites, later 2nd cent. – 3rd
cent. ce), which forwards a copy of a petition with the prefectural endorsement, cannot
provide a good parallel, since it documents the later system of processing the petitions
and informs about the placement of the original in the prefectural tomos (see Haensch
1994 discussed above, n. 17). It could be thus dated rather to the third century ce, and not
to the second/third century as suggested by the editor. 
  42 The new reading is again due to C. Balamoshev’s careful autopsy of the original, with
the use of a microscope.
  43 Despites the Viereck and Zucker’s tentative assumption, σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι) – written
according to them in the same hand as the body of the document – cannot render the sig-
nature of Ignatius to the petition to the archidikastes, but rather the latter’s endorsement.
‘I have signed’ is reserved for the officials and never used by the private petitioner.
  44 ll. 23–24: -c. 11-] (eτου:) ιs 4IρηG)ου Dντων)νου Kα)σαρο: το= κυρ)ου Jεσορ<. σεση -
µ(ε)ωµαι). (m. 2) tρειο: ZπηρYτη: [0000 µεταδYδ]ω[κ]α 0νnπιον `. (m. 3) (eτου:) ιζ 4IGηρ)ου



Let us notice that the endorsement beneath the petition in both cases
just discussed does not exclude a written instruction added by the author-
ity above the libellus. In P. Oxy. VI 899, the first petition of Apollonarion
(ll. 2–32), with a copy of the short endorsement by the dioiketes in line 32,
was immediately preceded by his ‘letter’.45 The second petition, endorsed
cursively in line 47,46 must have also had a similar longer instruction writ-
ten above: it is mentioned in line 47, where Apollonarion sums up what
she presents to the strategos for the further proceeding.47 Likewise, BGU
VII 1574 has in lines 5–7 the letter of the archidikastes of the Arsinoites to
the strategos, and then also very likely his short endorsement in line 23.

If, as in the case of Apollonarion and Ignatianus, it was the addressee
of the petition who undersigned it, we would expect the prefect’s
approval in this place of P. Dionysia. Given the particularly lengthy mate-
rial, the chancery might have been tempted to have a double endorse-
ment: in the form of a letter-instruction for the strategos, preceding the
petition proper, and again after the petitum, as if approving the whole
body of the petition.

Normally, however, the governors’ consent to a petition, as far as we
know, is not rendered by σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι). This is rather reserved for the
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Dντων)νου Kα)σαρο: το= κυρ)ου +αµ(ενvθ), ‘Year 16 of Aurelius Antoninus Caesar, the
Lord, in Mesore. I have signed. Areios sar, the Lord, in Mesore. I have signed. I, Areios
hyperetes have conveyed in person’. 
  45 It clearly results from lines 38–39: the acing strategos transmitting these documents fur-
ther lists them (βιβGειδ)ων δοθYντων µοι Zπ? DποGGωναρ)ου τQ[:] καF Dριστ1νδρα: w bν -
ε)Gηµπται 0πιστοG[ το= κρα[τ)στου] δι[ο]ικητο=, ‘the petition presented to me by Apol-
lonarion also called Aristandra, to which is joined a letter of his highness the dioecetes’
[transl. Grenfell & Hunt]).
  46 It is puzzling that this line notes actually two endorsements: [0σ]ηµειωσ1µ(ην). 4Iφ) -
διο: Dµµnνιο: 0σηµ(ειωσ1µην). The editors assume that the first one was the one of the
dioiketes and are mystified by the second endorsement of Auphidios Ammonios, whose
identity they are unable to ascertain. Indeed, the role of this official does not result clearly
from the preserved text. One could hazard a guess, perhaps, that he was the dioiketes, and
that the double signature was a scribal error? 
  47 xω: το7του τ[?] βιβGε)δ[ι]ον καF @ bνα`γρ[α]φ[2 καF @ 0πιστοG<, ‘Thus far the petition,
the list, and the letter’ (transl. Grenfell & Hunt); see Grenfell & Hunt 1908: 225 for the
reconstructed scheme of the petition.
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lower officials, especially the strategoi (see, contrariwise, a specimen of the
prefect’s endorsement for the strategos, transmitted by our own petition
col. ii, l. 16: τ8̀ [b]κ̀E `G `ο `υ `θ `α` π 2ρ `1`ξ 3[αι eρρ(ωσο)]). Still, it may be used by the
prefect to authenticate the trial minutes. Our own document provides
evidence for such usage in the same column vii, in line 29, where Flavius
Titianus subscribed his judgement in this way.

So, I expect (see above, p. 266) that the governor issued much more
detailed instructions (after all, the lack of directives was the reason of
Harpokration’s leave to petition the prefect again); and if so, they occu-
pied part of the missing sections of column i, possibly following the puta-
tive request to the strategos to carry them out. As proven by P. Oxy.VI 899
and BGU VII 1574, such longer epistolary endorsement above the request
does not bar a short, abbreviated endorsement at the end of it. Thus, one
cannot exclude that this mysterious σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι) was designed to signal
the prefectural approval: its unusual form might be explained by the cur-
sive, and seemingly abbreviated, portrayal of Dionysia’s last petition. 

The comparison between P. Oxy. VI 899 and our text also demon-
strates that there seems to be missing a reference to Dionysia’s having
filed the petition, that is her own signature. This inaccuracy could per-
haps be justified by the fact that, unlike in many other instances (again
P. Oxy.VI 899’s use of bντ)γραφον would suffice), Dionysia does not claim
here that she produced an ‘exact copy’ of the missive. Neither does she
affirm this as introducing obviously abbreviated rendering of her father’s
second missive in column vi. It is thus different from the instance in
which the strategos denoted the material transmitted to the keepers of the
archives in line 17 of column v as a ‘duplicate of the libellus’ (y]σον βιβGει -
δ)ου). It also differs from ‘copies’ (bντ)γραφα, bντ)γραφον) of the prior
material attached in the epistolary ping-pong between the prefects and
the strategoi (see Rufus’ letter in col. ii, l. 15; Isidoros’ examining a copy of
Chairemon’s request in col. ii, l. 17; copies of the reports of the bibliophy-
lakes appended to the letter of Isidoros to Faustianus in col. v, ll. 29–30).

A different solution may be offered if we assume that σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι)
was written by a different hand than the rest of the document. It is
almost impossible to discern whether it was the case (even if, as observed
above, it has definitely a ductus different from the comparandum in line 29).



If it is a different hand though, it might point to the strategos, the addressee
of the final petition of Dionysia. This could fit with the idea presented
above (pp. 271–272) that Dionysia requested the strategos to serve a copy
of her pleading to her father, and the official commanded this action to
the hyperetes. We know that the place of the strategos’ endorsement could
at times be random.48 Here, perhaps, we may be succoured by another
look at BGUVII 1574. This document, effectively served by the aide to the
opposing party, lacks any kind of endorsement of the petition addressee,
that is the strategos (see comparanda discussed above, pp. 271–272). So, unless
the strategos’ command was only transmitted orally, this final σεσηµ(ε)ω -
µαι) in line 23 might have been his approval. Such a hypothesis would be
easier to accept if the σεσηµ(ε)ωµαι) there was written in a hand different
than most of the document. This was excluded by the first editor, and,
having examined the picture with the help of Constantinos Balamoshev,49

I would concur with this opinion.
Both solutions are tempting, but given too many unknowns in this

equation, they must remain a conjecture. 
All the arguments set out above may also be strengthened by the

apparent similarity, noticed by Balamoshev, of the scribal hand that wrote
our papyrus and the one of P. Oxy. LXV 4481 (179 ce), which transmits an
authenticated copy of the petition directed to Pacumeius Magnus. I have
explained above (pp. 263–264), why P. Dionysia cannot have been such an
authenticated copy. Yet, if it was indeed written by the scribe of P. Oxy.
LXV 4481, or at least someone who had a very similar handwriting, it
could suggest that it was prepared by someone working in the milieu of
the prefectural bureau. This scribe may have prepared the papyrus hand-
ed in for the prefectural endorsement or copied the text endorsed by the
prefect to be served to the local authority at home. The unusual length
and complexity of the text demanded a skilled scribe to compose it. Such
were available from among those employed in the administration. The
outcome, let me reiterate, gives the impression of a professional hand.
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  48 Still usually towards the beginning of the request and not the end, see P. Ryl. II 117 =
FIRA III 181 or SBXX 14587 discussed above.
  49 See the photo at <https://berlpap.smb.museum/02995/> (accessed 1 December 2025).

https://berlpap.smb.museum/02995/
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3.5. Missing signature

If the above presented arguments are correct, we might expect the signa-
ture of Dionysia and an acknowledgment of her father at the end of col-
umn ix. This is impossible as the text clearly ends there. A snake-like sign
seems also to mark the end of the substantial block of the plea. Were they
completely missing or merely somewhere along the way?

In one instance, P. Oxy. XLIII 3126 (328 ce), the petitioner’s original
signature is only borne by the plea to a logistes, written in the first, nar-
rower column. It is missing, meanwhile, in the libellus to the prefect bear-
ing his prescript endorsement, which the logistes is asked to carry out,
copied in a broader column ii.50 Dionysia’s signature might have thus
been contained in the mysterious missing lines of column i, just before
the address to Pomponius Faustianus (which might have been in turn pre-
ceded by eστι δi bντ)γραφον ? vel sim.), and not reproduced beneath. The
just-discussed P. Oxy.XVIII 2187 (a copy filed with the logistes to be served
to the defendant), lacks the signature all together. The editor postulates
a simple [δι ευτ7χει] in line 14, just before the reproduced copy of the
original application petition to the prefect. Thus, it is a very tempting
match, if P. Dionysia was indeed intended to be served to Chairemon.

Otherwise, the petitioner’s signature is normally present in the petitions
transmitting a positively endorsed pleas to lower authorities.51 We could
thus hypothesise that the autograph of Dionysia followed either on a small-
er slip of papyrus, in a much narrower column, or perchance on the now lost
verso.52 This we cannot know: as explained above (pp. 254–255), part of col-
umn ix was lost and then replaced by an added papyrus sheet on which the
missing incipits of Iliad were added. Given the size of Dionysia’s column

  50 It was omitted even though there is more than enough space on the papyrus. Only the
lower part of column ii survives, its bottom margin could easily fit 3–4 more lines, moreover
the end of the copy of the plea to the prefect is clearly marked by a horizontal line, see the
photo at <https://portal.sds.ox.ac.uk/articles/online_resource/P_Oxy_XLIII_3126_Petition_
to_a_Logistes/21167263?file=37536853> (accessed 1 December 2025). 
   51 See P. Oxy.VI 899, SBXVIII 13260, and SB XX 14587.
  52 See P. Oxy. XVIII 2187. Its verso notice confirming a hyperetes having served the sum-
mons to the defendant and her refusal to accept them.



(26–30 cm, with lines containing c. 90 letters), it is possible that column ix,
of which 14 cm remain with c. 50 letters surviving in the lines, was narrower,
and that it was followed by a very narrow column x with the signatures.53

Yet, this solution seems less likely and is based purely on conjecture.
One final matter to address here is the destination of our papyrus. If

the reasoning hitherto presented here is correct, it cannot have belonged
to the prefectural archive. Additionally, it would have been an incredible
stroke of fate, if the petition concerning an Oxyrhinchite matter and filed
with the prefectural bureau ended once more in Oxyrhynchos, this time
in a supply of waste paper to find its second life as a book used there. 

It is thus sensible to assume, given where the document was found and
our reconstruction of its lost part, that it ended up as a part of the archive
of the strategos of Oxyrhynchos and later was given away to be used as a
book support. 

4. CONCLUSIONS

It is likely that P. Dionysia = P. Oxy. II 237 represents one of the latest stages
of the procedural processing of the final petition of Dionysia, the one she
submitted to Pomponius Faustianus, following a leave from the royal
scribe Harpokration, puzzled with no prefectural instruction regarding
Chairemon’s claim for his daughter’s separation. The missing 25+ lines of
column i most probably did not include legal evidence, but the final deci-
sion of the governor in the matter and a follow-up request of Dionysia
addressed to the strategia to have it carried out. Given the space we have
at our disposal, it is possible that this request was forwarded once more by
the strategia to a lower official, perhaps in order to be served to Chaire-
mon, summoning him to appear for the final act of this dispute.54 The text,
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  53 One possible, yet inexact, parallel of such format could be P. Lips. II 145, where the
second column with the subscription of the petitioner and the prefect’s final endorsement
is much narrower. 
  54 An instance of such could be P. Turner 34 (Diospolis Parva?, 216 ce), a copy of a petition
to an acting epistrategos, perhaps destined to be served to the defendant. At its beginning,
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having been used thus, found its final place in the strategos’ archive, and
from there it may have been sourced to serve as support for the copy of
the fifth book of Iliad.
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Abstract: The article presents a new edition and translation of P. Mert. II 81,
offering textual corrections based on available high-resolution images. The
palimpsest document is a letter from Epoeris to Demetrios (whom she calls
‘son’, most likely in an affectionate, non-literal sense) discussing a dispute
involving a priest. Epoeris relates she has been engaging in persistent oracular
consultations seeking divine guidance for Demetrios, which demonstrates how
oracles were used in everyday decision-making in Roman Egypt. The letter
provides insights into kinship terminology, social relationships, and ritual prac-
tices. The newly restored text clarifies episodes of family negotiation, possibly
personal debt, and the handling of sensitive affairs through temple oracles.
Keywords: oracular inquiry, Roman Egypt, private letters, kinship termino -
logy, documentary papyri, palimpsest, family relationships.
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Abstract: The article presents the first edition of two Coptic ostraca held
in the collection of the Dnipro Museum: one contains a fragmentary copy
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of Jesus’ apocryphal letter to Abgar and the other is a tax receipt from
Djeme, dated to 717 ad.
Keywords: Dnipro Museum, Coptic ostraca, Egypt, apocrypha, tax receipt.
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Seven Arabic slave sale contracts on papyrus .....................................................           29

Abstract: Annotated editions and translations of seven Arabic slave sale
contracts on papyrus dating from the late ninth and early tenth centuries ce.
Six of these documents belong to the Arabic Papyrus, Parchment and Paper
Collection of the University of Utah’s J. Willard Marriott Library; one docu-
ment is kept in the Egyptian National Library (its editio princeps has been
published as P. Cair. Arab. II 124).
Keywords: slavery, slave trade, sale contracts, Egypt, Arabic papyri.
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Abstract: First editions and re-editions of six Coptic and Copto-Greek ostraca
from the collections of the Warsaw National Museum and the University of
Warsaw. Five objects come from the Polish-French excavations at Edfu (Egypt)
in 1930s, one from the Polish works at Faras (Nubia), and one is most likely of
Middle-Egyptian provenance. The pieces from Edfu represent the well-known
types of texts on potsherds known from other publications of the material
from this site. They include receipts and accounts connected with deliveries of
wine and crops. The text from Middle Egypt is an addition to the collection
some 170 ostraca of the so-called etmoulon type. The ostracon from Faras is the
only literary text in the lot, preserving the beginning of Psalm 1. The edited
ostraca are also studied from the perspective of their materiality, presenting the
characteristics of vessel forms and fabrics used for their production.
Keywords: Coptic and Copto-Greek ostraca, Edfu, Faras, Middle Egypt,
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Abstract: Edition, translation and commentary to some scattered fragments
from the Duke University papyri collection (P. Duke inv. 190–193 and 195),
which are part of the so-called archive of Ammon scholasticus (1st half of 4th
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cent. ce) and may cover a single occurrence, a petition or records of court
proceedings, referring an individual pretending to be a priest to escape his
liturgies.
Keywords: archive of Ammon, late antique Egypt, Egyptian priesthood,
petition, court proceedings.

Adam Łukaszewicz
An inscription from Hermopolis ...........................................................................      145

Abstract: Hermopolis was an important cultic and administrative centre of
Graeco-Roman Egypt. During three seasons (1987–1990) a Polish-Egyptian
archaeological expedition directed by Marek Barański carried out excava-
tions in the citiy’s Great Basilica. The inscription under discussion is one of
the results of these excavations.
Keywords: Hermopolis, archaeological works, Greek inscription, Hermes.

Gabriella Messeri
Conto di vino (SB XII 10892 verso) ....................................................................      155

Abstract: First edition of a wine account extending over six columns.
Columns i–iv (iv is lost) record the sale of vintage wine and columns v–vi
payments to the parties involved (intermediaries, administrators, camel driv-
ers, and donkey drivers) made with the profits from the sale of wine. The
vineyards are located in the area of Karanis. The account was most likely
written in 194 ce using the back of the land administration register SB XII
10892 edited by Anna Świderek in JJP 16/17 (1971) and republished by the
author JJP LIV (2024).
Keywords: wine account, wine production, wine prices, land transport, Kara-
nis (Arsinoites).
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Diocles’ Law (Dem. 24.42) and the problem of the validity of laws 
in Athens in the late fifth century bce ..................................................................      179

Abstract:The article examines the significance of Diocles’ Law (Dem. 24.42)
for the growing problem of (in)validity of laws in the Athenian legal order in
the late fifth century bce. Diocles’ Law should be understood as part of the
broader set of vital principles that constituted an ‘evolving law reform’
aimed at consolidating laws and strengthening the rule of law and democracy
after deep constitutional crises. This study reconstructs the factual and legal
background to which specific clauses of Diocles’ Law refer (sections 2.1–2.4;
!ν δηµοκρατ*+, κυρ*ου- ε/ναι, the archonship of Eucleides, 1ναγεγραµµ3νοι).
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More broadly, it outlines the challenges the Athenians faced at that time,
and the measures they took to address them, arising not only from the two
oligarchic coups d’état, but also from mounting problems in their legal, con-
stitutional, and judicial order. The article also argues that an analysis of Greek
legal language – and its manoeuvrings as seen in Andocides’ On the Mysteries
– confirms that issues of the validity (κυρ*ου- ε/ναι) of laws must be distin-
guished from those concerning their application (χρ5σθαι). Even though the
latter also played a role at the time, especially due to the caesura marked by
the archonship of Eucleides (403/2), the central argument is that Diocles’
Law was enacted to impose order specifically on the validity of laws at a very
particular historical moment. This law was relevant retrospectively to ‘the
scrutiny of the laws’, with the vital involvement of 1ναγραφε9- τ:ν ν;µων
from the beginning of their work in 410, and, more broadly, to future law-
making. In addition (section 3), the article eventually identifies the principle
of ‘legal certainty’, which underpinned the introduction of Diocles’ Law, and
formed a key part of Athenian legal culture at the end of the fifth century bce.
Keywords: Diocles’ Law, validity of law, application of law, classical Athens, law
reform, law-making, the scrutiny of the laws, legal certainty, law consolidation.
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Abstract: The article formulates a hypothesis that the penalties referred to
in lines 6–8 of P. Col. VI 123 (Alexandria, 200 ce) are related to two edicts
copied in P. Oxy.XLVII 3364 (Oxyrhynchos, 209 ce), ll. 1–9, in which Septi-
mius Severus and Caracalla ordered the population to return to their home-
land. In these edicts, penalties were imposed both on the fugitives and on
their protectors, but additionally, as an incentive to follow the imperial
order, a period of amnesty was announced. Similar amnesty is mentioned
also in the Columbia papyrus.
Keywords: 1π>κριµα, ?δ@α, imperial edict, amnesty, petition.
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The purpose of P. Dionysia (P. Oxy. II 237) and its mysterious beginning ................          251

Abstract: This article presents a new hypothesis regarding the function the
so-called Petition of Dionysia (P. Oxy. II 237 = P. Dionysia). The study re-exam-
ines the papyrus’ structure and its procedural context, focusing on its newly
deciphered mysterious beginning (col. i) by Constantinos Balamoshev. The
findings suggest that P. Dionysia be not the original petition but rather a
copy, possibly official, produced during its administrative processing. I con-
jecture that the document represents a late procedural stage, possibly includ-
ing the governor’s final decision and subsequent requests for execution.
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Clerical authority in late antique Egypt: A papyrological perspective .....................          283

Abstract: Papyrological sources from late antique Egypt attest to a variety
of non-religious contexts in which clergy below the episcopal level – mainly
presbyters and deacons – exercised authority in rural settlements. These
contexts include formal and informal representation of village communities,
mediation in conflict, and policing of the morals. While these phenomena
have already drawn the attention of scholars, they were often viewed strictly
as an outcrop of the religious authority wielded by the clergy. The present
contribution is an attempt to nuance this perspective by taking into consid-
eration the diverse socio-economic factors which contributed to the social
standing of the clergy. It uses Pierre Bourdieu’s field theory, with its subse-
quent reiterations, as the main theoretical framework and builds on the con-
cepts of capital accumulation and convertibility between social fields in
order to arrive at a multifaceted analysis of the clerics’ position as fully inte-
grated members of rural societies.
Keywords: late antiquity, Greek and Coptic papyri, clergy, institutional
church, authority, field theory, forms of capital.
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To sell or to have sold? Hypotheke-prasis and dikaia time in P. Budge .....................          311

Abstract: A tiny archive composed of the famous Coptic arbitration proto-
col P. Budge and three associated Greek documents, a settlement of claims,
a sale, and a loosely connected marriage document, bring forward a fascinat-
ing controversy of the tormented times between the Persian and the Arab
conquests of Egypt. Its settlement testifies to the operative force of law,
legal awareness of its users, and dispute-resolution strategies in an environ-
ment of intrinsic legal plurality. A new text edition, providing an in-depth
study of this material, delving into the dispute resolution method, rhetorics,
and proper reconstruction of the events, is presently in the works. Before it
is published, we would like to present here an aspect of this matter, closely
connected to the very origin of the dispute, viz. our hypothesis on the
nature of the security provided by the borrower, the widow Thekla, to her
creditors, the consorts Philemon and Thekla. This central matter of the
P. Budge controversy witnesses the profound legal awareness of its parties.
Operating within the legal framework provided by Roman law, and without
attempts to transgress it, the law-users of seventh-century Edfu managed to
bend and form it to serve best their needs, creating a flexible form of security,
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fitting the circumstances of Thekla-the-Widow and the creditors couple. It
is amazing to see how, even at the dusk of its domination of Egypt, the
Roman legal forma mentis was so strongly present in this inherently plural
society.
Keywords: Edfu, arbitration, late antique Egypt, securities, hypotheke-prasis,
dikaia time, legal practice, apotage, hypothekimaia asphaleia.
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